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‘= S safe to assume that the Blackmar-Diemer Gambit is one of the most contro- 
se=sially discussed opening systems of our time. Being a 1 e4 player for most of my 
‘= ( never thought about adopting the Blackmar-Diemer as White, and being a 
successful practitioner of the Nimzowitsch Defence always allowed me to avoid it 
with Black (after 1 d4 d5 2 e4 Ic6); only as | started to work on this project did | re- 
aize the tremendous momentousness of the controversy around the Blackmar- 
Diemer Gambit. 


The Blackmar-Diemer Gambit is not a boxing jab; it is a knockout punch - and 
White gets to throw the first punch! Stop playing for the endgame; play to end the 
game! Be a winner. Play the Blackmar-Diemer Gambit! 

(Rev. Tim Sawyer) 


[J the infamous and rather generous Blackmar-Diemer Gambit. | must say that 
| am delighted to see these moves as Black because | understand that my opening 


choice has been successful. 
(M Andrew Martin) 


As can be seen by the two quotes above, players who set their wits to the 
‘Sackmar-Diemer Gambit can be split (except for the occasional one) into two op- 
posite camps: Here, we have a legion of dedicated followers who wholeheartedly 
worship their beloved opening, sometimes even to the extent of religious propor- 
‘Sons. And then we have the sceptics who simply cannot believe in the correctness 
the many grandiose sacrificial lines that make the Blackmar-Diemer a living, 
breathing entity. But which side is carrect? As | will try to point out in this book, 
‘he truth lies somewhere in between. 


‘The Blackmar-Diemer Gambit in current literature 
‘Since Emil Joseph Diemer published his (for the evolution of the Blackmar-Diemer 
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Gambit) groundbreaking work Vor ersten Zug an auf Matt! (which certainly is one 
of the best books | have read when it comes to chess entertainment), an enormous 
amount of written material advocating the Blackmar-Diemer (especially in Ger- 
man language) has been produced. Recent reference works (in English) include 
Gary Lane's Blackmar-Diemer Gambit and Rev. Tim Sawyer's Keybook iJ, not to 
‘mention the countless periodicals, be it the (now defunct) Blackmar Gemeinde, 
the Gambit Revue or Tom Purser’s magazine BOG World. There have also been a 
number of disquisitions from Black's perspective, but most of the works about the 
Blackmar-Diemer (from either side) have at least one serious problem, 


What this book is about 

When judging the quality of an opening book, one common criterion is whether 
the author has ~ or, at some point, had ~ the opening in his repertoire. | have 
never played the Blackmar-Diemer Gambit in a serious tourniament game (yet), 
‘but for two reasons this might actually be an advantage. Firstly, a major problem 
with most (if not all) works about the Blackmar-Diemer (regardless of whether 
they are “for” or “against” it) can be summarized in three words: lack of objectiv- 
ity. And secondly, whenever an accounted expert (stich as Rev. Sawyer) writes 
about the Gambit, sometimes very elementary (but nevertheless important) con- 
cepts are left out; this is not because the expert is in any way sloppy, but rather 
that these concepts just have become too self-evident over the years. With this, 
book, | would like to address both of these problems; and | like to think that my 
previous ignorance of the Blackmar-Diemer Gambit has been of great help. 


What you will find in this book 

Upon closer reading, you will discover that this is neither a repertoire book (which 
treats only a few selected lines) nor a complete guide (which incorporates every 
possible crossroads). First and forernost, this book is meant as a stimulus to kindle 
an objective debate about the Blackmar-Diemer, and to introduce the opening to 
players who were previously unaware of it (ike me). To these ends, it provides a 
sound basis by presenting the elementary concepts of this opening as well as the 
‘most important old ideas and many new ideas for both sides in the most critical 
variations. For the larger part of interested players, the conclusions will probably 
be hard to accept: the Blackmar-Diemer Gambit is neither a weapon that wins by 
force, nor isit refuted. The only thing for sure is that ft remains to this day an un- 
comprornising opening system with chances for both sides (which is why itis stil 
played in a tremendous amount of correspondence games); and for now | would 
like to invite you, dear reader, to enter the matrix... 
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a4 


2.4.d5 204 dxeg 3 2c3 5 


The move ..07-€5 has always played 
an important role in the history of the 
Blackmar-Diemer Gambit. When Ar- 
mand Edward Blackmar first wrote his 
article about the original Blackmar 
Gambit (1 d4 d5 2 e4 dxeq 3 f3) for 
Brentano's Chess Monthly back in 1882, 
hhe already mentioned the move 3..e5 
‘2s being “interesting”, even though no 


‘Ghapterone 
__ Lemberger 
- Counter-Gambit 


further analysis was supplied at that 
point. The theoretical (and practical) 
discussions that ensued from Black- 
mar's original discovery elevated this 
early assessment; as a consequence the 
Blackmar Gambit in its original form 
was soon shelved. 

A few years later, in 1889, Ignatz 
von Popiel made the first move to im- 
prove on Blackmar’s original idea: by 
‘interposing the zwischenzug 3 41c3 in 
games he played at the tournament in 
Vienna; and even though he preferred 
to answer 3..23f6 with 4 Jg5 (instead 
of “our” 4 13), von Popiel’s idea proved 
to be groundbreaking for the historical 
evolution of the Blackmar-Diemer 
Gambit. The move'3..e5, however, was 
as that time also considered to be the 
strongest reply against 3 2ic3, which is 
why von Popiel analysed it in greater 
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detail in an article for Deutsches 
Wochenschach in 1893 

Given the rich historical background 
of the so-called Lemberger Counter- 
Gambit, it is most unfortunate that 
Gary Lane (in his book on the Blackmar 
Diemer) covers it in a mere two pages 
in a chapter about Odds & Ends. The 
Lemberger Counter-Garnbit has always 
been a popular response against the 
Blackmar-Diemer, and, with regard to 
the fact that John Cox has chosen it as 
his antidote for Black in his book Dea!- 
ing with da Deviations, it is even likely 
to appear on the board more often; 
therefore, a thorough examination is 
necessary. 

Considering that with 3..e5 Black 
attacks the d4-pawn, there are three 
different ways for White to react: He 
can eliminate the threat (by removing 
the attacker or moving the d-pawn), he 
‘can protect his d-pawn (by means of 4 
4ke3 or 4 2)ge2), or he can ignore the 
situation altogether. Each possibility 
will now be dealt with in succession. 


Antes 
Bea Mger az = © oe 
GAWhS 28 
“Dia Fyxeal? 36 D 


| should note that 4 dS? is dubious. 
In an ideal world White would regain 
the pawn on e4 and enjoy a space ad 
vantage, but in reality White doesn't 
have that kind of time, as Black tackles 
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the d-pawn immediately: 


fuc6 5 Bcd (5 hs cxds 6 Wxes+ 
226 7 bs led to a rather famous vie- 
tory in EJ.Diemer-P.Wolff, correspon- 
dence 1952, but instead of the game 
continuation 7...a6?l, here 7..2%6! 8 
g3 Bc8 9 fa fe 10 Lic7+ a7 a2 
Dixe6 fe leads to a clear black advan- 
tage, as pointed out in Kaissiber maga- 
Zine) 5.236 6 gS Rb4 7 dacé (7 F321 is 
swiftly countered by 7..h6 8 xf6 
Wi6, when 9 fed? obviously fails to 
9..%h4+ followed by 10_0xc3 and 
11..1Wxed, or if 9 Be2 exfs 10 Dxfs 0-0 
11 0-0 Bxc3 12 bxc3 exd5 13 Sxd5 
«6, and even though White won his 
pawn back in Méiter-G.Milller, Wat- 
tens 1996, the structural defects. re- 
mained) 7..Wxda+ 8 Rxdi dixca+ 9 
bxc3 Qixcé 10 Sle2 was played in 
JJensen-D-Todd, correspondence 2003, 
and now rather than 10..dg4, Black 
should have played 10..h61 11 2ha (or 
if 11 Auxf6 gxf6 then simply ..sbe7 and 
.-f6 f5 with a close to winning advan 
tage) 21.87. Now White cannot play 
42 4ig3 (because of 12..95, trapping 


the bishop), so there is no way to pre- 
vent Black from consolidating. 

‘But before we goon let's have a look 
wiy the d-pawn should not be pro- 
‘tected with @ iLe3?!. According to Die- 
mer, 4 S32) is Karl Soller’s idea (which 
‘is why it is commonly known as the 
‘Soller Attack). Even though not as bad 
as 4 d5?, this line can be defused as 
easily — 4..exd4 and now we have the 


a) 5 Wxd4 (trading queens a pawn 
own is usually not a good idea — al- 
though there are exceptions to this 
rule, as we will see in the further 
course of this book) s..8xdq 6 iexd4 
8 70-00 (7 Sb5 doesn’t help, as 
after 7..Ad7 8 0-0-0 0-0-0 White still 
cannot take the pawn, since 9 Axes 
Qxd4 leaves his bishop hanging) 
TAS 8 abs Mge7 9 £03 (after 9 tes 
cB White is "struggling to regain the 
pawn’ according to Cox) 9..a6 10 ag 
bs 22 tb3 @as 12 Ads Aixds 23 Bxds 
B26 14 Kes 2ich 15 Lxed Zines 16 
‘Exe3 ics and Black had returned the 
pawn but enjoyed the luxury of two 
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‘beautiful bishops in JArden-T.Sawyer, 
correspondence 1997. 

b) 5 Axd4 Ac6 (obviously better 
than 5..c5?1 6 des! - the only idea of 4 
Re3 - 6..8xdi+ 7 Bxda, when Black 
suddenly faces certain problems with 
Dbs, Dds and Kxbs followed by LbS+ 
Jurking around) 6 bs 27- 


bi) 7 2xea and now Tim McGrew 
{in his article The Lemberger Counter- 
Gambit at ChessCafecom) dubbed 
7.827 rather risky, giving 8 Wez Sixag 
9 Sxd7+ Sxd7 10 0-0-0 cS 11 Sf3! 
ifort 12 Dxf6+ gxt6 13 xda ond 14 
‘Exd4+ Wc7 15 Zeq “and Black is in 
trouble”. While | might agree with that 
evaluation, | don't agree to the way 
Black played here. Instead of 9..dxd7, 
9..##xd7! is much better. The only way 
to save the piece ig 10 2ifo+ wd8 11 
Dxa7 Dxer 12 Zixf8 Oxga 13 Bda+ (13 
0-0-0477 se? allows the black knight to 
escape via €2) 13..%e7 14 Dd7 b6 15 
Des wes, but in this position White 
has less than nothing. 

ba) 7 ge2 is even worse, as with 
7m! Black secures the pawn by 
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bringing his queen to a safe spot and 
prepares to castle. In P-Polland- 
Hickman, correspondence 1992, 
White tried to prevent this by playing 8 
ed, but after 8..0-0-09 2xf7? Aga! he 
was in a dilemma. The game concluded 
10 Rds Age7 11 g3 Whs 12 Lxc6 Dxcé 
43 Wd2 £c5 14 Qbs Lixe2 0-1. 


A: 4 dues ~ 
The Endgame Variation 


4.dxe5 leads to a straight queen ex- 
change and therefore is called the End- 
game Variation; it is also Andrew Mar- 
tin’s recommendation on his DVD 
about the Blackmat-Diemer Gambit. Its 
main advantage is that White regains 
the pawn immediately, but with 
queens and (in most cases) all central 
pawns traded off, itis understandable 
that the game quickly dries out: 

Even though | cannot fully recom- 
mend 4 dxes, examination makes 
sense from a didactic standpoint: fol- 
Towing the lines below, the reader will 
get a feeling about the general validity 
of 3..e5. 
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ainda 5 toxda 

In this way White can take care of 
the black e-pawn immediately, but the 
Joss of castling rights is too high a 
price. With 5 @xd1 White retains his 
ability to castle, but loses sight of the 
e4-pawn for the moment. Black can 
immediately try to exploit this with 
5.126 and then: 


a) 6 2ic3 might not be as bad as Cox 
suggests. Even though he awards 
6..2b4 with an exclamation mark and 
stops here, let us look a little further: 7 
Kb5+ (much better than 7 didi?! Rga+ 
8 Dige2 0-0-0+ 9 Sd? Lf5 10 4ig3 e3! 
11 fxe3 &xc2+ when Black has a clear 
positional advantage) 7..6 (7.247 
doesn't seem to be a real test: after 8 
xd7+ Gxd7 9 dad1 Black will not find 
an advantageous way to deal with the 
situation in the centre) 8 f.a4 2f5.9 a3 
Bab 10 &e3 Acs 11 0-0-0 was played 
in RMangus-T-Purser, correspondence 
1986. | don’t see that White is worse 
here. In fact, the game continued 
11.6 12 exf6 Yixfé 13 Oige2 Yixad 14 
Qxa4 Dds 15 Add sbf7 16 O93 2g6, 


when 17 @c3 (instead of 17 cs) 
would even have led to a better game 
for White. However, that doesn’t mean 
this line is recommended for White. 
Black can still be content with 6..2ixes, 
which gives the dullest equality after 7 
fa followed by @xe4 (or xc7), 

b) 6 LAfé is also possible, but after 
6.Oge7 7 Abs £47 8 Ac3 Aig6 9 DAgez 
Gata 10 Dixta Dees 11 dxd7+ Dxd7 12 
‘@xe4 the game is equal, as Von Popiel 
analysed back in 1893. 6..0b4, on the 
other hand, might not be as good, due 
to 7 bs+ {itis important to insert this, 
move; the immediate 7 De3 is met by 
7--ReS, and as 8 0-0-0 is without check, 
Black can simply snatch the a-pawn 
with 8..2\xa24) 7...8d7 (or 7...6 8 Ras 
and White has no problems at all) 8 
Axd7+ Gxd7 9 De3 bcs 10 00-0+ 
when White enjoys a small advantage. 
3266 Oxea 


White should take the pawn while 
he can. The overambitious 6 ds? runs 
into 6.8944 7 £3 0-0-0 8 c4 Sixes}, and 
after 9 fxg4 C6 10 dhe? cxds 11 cxds 
Bxds+ 12 Wer a+ White was still a 
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pawn down in a much worse position 
in Wobst-K Markwardt, Seesen 1956, 
6 RES 

‘An active try to develop with tempo 
before recapturing the pawn, but this 
allows White to go for an advantage. 
Easier is 6..2xe5, when 7 fa fs 8 
Bxe5 Bxe4 9 Rxc7 EcB 10 Mb5+ We7 
11 f3 Bixca+ 22 dbxe2 Rxc74 13 bs is 
equal according to Prié, 
7 Digs 0-0-0+ 8 Ad2 Agé 9 hal? £6 10 
26 Dida 11 Df3 Pines 12 cg Ufa 13 hs 
ReB 14 Wet Dds 15 Ker Af7 16 a4 
Seb8 47 a5 O\ge7 18 a6 b6 19 “ida gs 20 
a3 


Having arrived at the end of the 
opening phase, we can conclude that 
White obtained quite a playable posi- 
tion in Comp Aristarch 4.50-Comp Yace 
Paderborn, PAVS 2005, The game itself 
lasted for nearly fifty more moves (1-0, 
68), but those are of ho further theo- 
retical interest. 


B: 4 Dgez!? - 


‘The Rasmussen Attack 
Despite its clumsy appearance, the 
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move 4 Zige2!? is quite sleek. Not only 
does White protect his d-pawn (which 
means he is about to restore material 
equality by taking on e4), the knight on 
€2 also serves multiple purposes, de- 
pending on Black’s reaction: 


Whenever | employed the Rasmmus- 
sen Attack in my games on the Internet. 
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Chess Club, | faced 4...exd4 almost ex- 
lusively: which is quite understand- 
able: Black doesn't mind simplifying 
matters in the centre, especially as the 
seemingly natural 5 \xd4?! is dubious, 
since after 5..abal it is doubtful if 
White even manages to equalize. 

In my previous remarks about the 
Soller Attack (4 Se3?!)| stated that it is 
usually not a good idea to trade queens 
while being a pawn down. The follow- 
ing analysis shows that there are in- 
deed exceptions to this rule. 

5 Bxdg Wreda 6 ixdg D6 7 Ags 


The further course of this variation 
is a nice illustration of how White can 
‘obtain reasonable chances out of thin 
air. 

Better is 7..He7 8 0-0-0 0-09 Rxfé 
Axf6 10 S)xed, Cox stops here, stating 
that White “has a shade the better of a 
very drawish position”. While | am in- 
clined to agree, there still s care to be 
taken; for example, after 10..dte7 11 
cd £d7 32 Rhea White is suddenly 
very active and Black has trouble com- 


pleting his development. Probably 
120...Axd4, conceding the bishop pair, is 
preferable. Then 21 Jixdg 2ic6 42 da 
2f5 13 2ig3 heb 14 Lbs was played in 
one of Sawyer’s intemet games; if 
there is any advantage at all for White, 
itis microscopic at best. 

Bdbs Cas 

Other moves have been tried as 
‘well, but even then White gets the bet- 
terchances: 

a) 8..dta5 9 Axfé gxf6 10 ba! Rxba 
(20.46 is hardly an improvement as 
21 Qxea regains the pawn in posttion- 
ally favourable circumstances) 12 
Sixers Hd8 12 Ards Sxc3+ 13 Dxc3 
5 140-0-0+ 2d7 15 tbs eB 16 Dds 
eS 17 Axd7 fxd7 18 Oxt6 Ze7 19 
da led to a decisive advantage in 
ERasmussen-PPolland, correspon 
dence 1992. 

b) 8.dixc3+ 9 4ixc3 threatens both 
to damage the enemy pawn structure 
25 well as to regain the pawn. Prevent- 
(ng either one of them is difficult for 
Black, and neither 9...Af5 10 xf6 gxfé 
31 Dds Sa8 12 0-0-0 Ad7 13 Sxfo 
ee7 14 Oids+ dB 15 Bes (DAttig- 
KOuff, correspondence 1994), nor 
9Qba7 10 Dbs Gd5 12 Kea a6 (or 
11..2)7b6 12 Axds Axds 13 0-0-0¢6 14 
Bere!) 12 Sxds axbs 13 dxeq 
(ERasmussen-P.Cody, correspondence 
11992) is satisfactory. 

9 Axf6 gxf6 10 0-0-0 Rxc3 13 Dxc3 fs 
22 Axa6 bxaé 

Black's pawn structure is a com- 

plete mess. 
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43 Dds Ss 14 Gixc7+ He7 15 Dds+ 
‘Bd6 16 Hhet hs 17 £3 eS 18 4\c3 Lb7 
19 Bd7 Bhg8 20 g3 c6 21 Rxa7 Rb6 
22 fxed fred 23 Sxf7 2-0 

Here Black, disiflusioned with his 
opening performance, resigned in 
ERasmussen-Owens, correspondence 
1988. 


At a first glance, 4..Rb4 seems 
quite annoying. With his knight 
pinned, White's only hope of regaining 
his pawn appears to be 5 dxe5, after 
which the game will enter the realms 
of the Endgame Variation examined 
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above, However, | would like to present 
you an enterprising idea that may well 
lead to a white advantage. 

5 a3l? 

An interesting way to avoid the 
rather dull positions resulting from 5 
dxe5, Alternatives are less convincing: 

a) 5 itd2 is good enough to break 
the pin, but not good enough for any 
advantage. Black can play. S.exd4 6 
Dxed Sxd2+ 7 Wxd2 Dc6 8 0-0-0 F6 9 
ixfé+ Wxt6 10 @ixd4 Pixd4 11 Wxd4 
Waddg 12 Exda die6 with equality. 

b) 5 &e3 makes a bit more sense 
than on the previous move, as after 
sa.exd4 6 Wixd4 Wxdg 7 Sxd4 the ab- 
sence of the dark-squared bishop 
‘means that Black needs to take care of 
Q7- Therefore, 5...c6 is a better way of 
dealing with it, when 6 dxes 94 7 
Wxd8+ Mxd8 8 a3 has 9 b4 Ab6 10 
Axb6 axb6, as in AMantia-B Finegold, 
Kings Island 1993, was given equal by 
Sawyer; an evaluation to which | have 
nothing to. add. 

¢) 5 dxe5 Wxd1+ 6 dxdi is the dull 
option, and then: 
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1) 6.85 protects the e-pawn be- 
fore taking further actions. After 7 a5 
®aé (but not 7...£a571 8 Dd4 Agar 9 
£3 exf3 10 gxf3 &hS 11 F4 when 
White seizes the bishop pair) 8 efa (8 
‘®xb4 can be answered by the interme- 
diate 8..0-0-041) B..Rg4+ 9 Re2 Sixe2+ 
10 @xe2 0-0-0 21 Zd1 De7 White can- 
not hope for much more than equality. 
He may, however, try the dynamic 7 
2g3_Axc3 8 bxc3 (obviously not 8 
xfs? because of &..Jixe5), when his 
defective pawn structure is compen- 
sated by the bishop pair, even though 
cbjectively Black should be able to hold 
his own. 

2) The direct 6..23c6 is the main al- 
ternative, when play could continue 7 
fg RFS 8 293 0-0-0+ 9 dct Sxc3 (af- 
ter 9.2ige7 10 Sats Mxfs 11 Sxea 
White, for a moment, was a pawn up 
and had two bishops in NJJensen- 
Pedersen, correspondence 1993) 10 
xfs Axes 11 xe5 Axes 12 2ixg7 
2\e7 13 g3, but now Black went wrong 
and played 13..2g4?! 14 &h3 5? re- 
sulting in @ technically lost position 
after 15 Dxhs fs 16 x94 fxg4 17 6 
BdfB 18 2xg4 ShgB 19 h3 in 
APodolsky-A Batjuta, Evpatoria 2005. 
Sead 

5..exd4?! is not in Black's best inter- 
est. After 6 axba dxc3 7 Wxd8+ dxd8 8 
2xc3 his loss of castling rights and 
White's quickly developing activity are 
a cause for concern, one example being 
8.2f5 (or 8..Af6 9 Sigs FS 20 es 
f8 11 0-0-0+ Dbd7 12 Lxfe+ gxf6 13 


245 and White regains the pawn, 
while Black’s structure is shattered and 
bis king is still caught in the middle) 9 
Bis D6 10 0-0-0+ Abd? (or if 10.8 
22 bs Gia6 12 Axc7!, as 12.094 13 
£3 exf3 14 gxf3 Axf3 fails to 15 Rh3¥ 
£9416 fixg4+ \xg4 17 2g3! when the 
back king is caught in the crossfire of 
the remaining white pieces) 11 ab3 c6 
2 ca g6 13 Zhet with compensa- 
‘ton for the pawn, 
5 Oxc3 exds 

After 6..jWxds it is actually not bad 
for White to:trade queens with 7 Wxda 
‘ex, even two (!) pawns down. He can 
play 8 Dbs (but not 8 Ads d7! 9 Ag 
(Set 10 4x7 Ohs), and if 8 Has 9 
B54 Rd7 10 2ixd4 0-0-0 11 Act White 
has regained one pawn while the 
bishop pair are enough compensation 
for the other, 
7ixes 2f5 
Slack might also consider going di- 
rectly after the knight with 7.7. 
Then 8 Sbs+l is a new idea that came 
spon the ChessPublishing.com forum: 


a) After 8..c6 9 Wxdal we have: 


Lemberger Counter-Gambit 


a1) 9..cxb5 can be met by 10 £e3, 
when the only proper way to deal with 
both threats of 11 Wixg7 and 11 @d6+ 
is 10..96f8, but after 11 0-0-0 Aicé6 12 
Wa2! White has a very dangerous ini- 
tative certainly worth the piece. Note 
that 12..Wxeq 13 S.c5+ “ige7 14 Wd8+ 
2ixd8 15 Exd8 js mate. 

22) 9..45 is another to win a piece, 
though no less dangerous. White plays 
20 Se2! and after 20..fxe4 21 Rh5 + 
skf8 12.014 c5 13 Wa2 the threat of 14 
4d6 proves to be decisive; e.g. 13..816 
(13..€3 14 fxe3 Wh4+ transposes, while 
33..Wh4 is met by 14 Was! g6 15 
Wxcs+ ef7 16 Wxc8 or 14..0FE 15 
(gs) 14 Resi e3 (14_Wxes 15 Wads+ 
‘We8 16 Wxe8 mate is the point; or if 
14.874 15 Was! again) 15 fxe3 Wha+ 
26 £93! Wxhs 17 Wass Wes 18 0-0+ 
26 19 Exf6+ gxié 20 Wxf6+ g8 24 
Ses and White wins in all lines. 

a3) 9...2f6 is safest, as accepting the 
piece is too dangerous; but after 10 
2d3 Qxeg 11 Wres Wxea+ 12 sexed 
White enjoys the advantage of the 
bishop pair. 

) 8.247 is the other way to block 
the check (not &..2d7? 9 0-0! and Black 
is already in trouble). Then 9 4id31? has 
been suggested, the idea being that 
after 9.f5 10 0-0 fxe4 11 &xe4 Black 
has to waste time taking care of b7. 
Following 11..€36 2 Hei e6 13 f4 
White has good compensation for the 
piece; e.g. 13..96 14 f5 axfs 15 Whs+ 
with a dangerous initiative (but not 15 
xfs? xfs 16 Bxe7+ Dgxe7 when 
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Black has too much material for the 
queen). Probably Black's best choice is 
to give up the queen straight away 
with 12..Wxeq 12 fe1 xe1+ 13 
‘Wxe14+ sf7, when the material equiva- 
lent is sufficient. The “only” problem 
left is the coordination of his pieces, 
something White might be able to ex- 
ploit, Allin al, the position is unclear, 

Should White not fancy these com- 
plications, he can stil bail out by play- 
ing 9 txd7+ with roughly equal play 
after 9..Wxd7 100-0 De7 11 bal 0-012 
ab2. 


8 D)g32! 

White had to play 8 8f3! in order to 
obtain positional compensation. After 
8.805 (simplifying with &..xea 9 
‘Wxeq+ WWe7 leaves Black with an extra 
pawn but White with two bishops; play 
could continue 10 Wxe7+ Sxe7 13 2f4 
dS 12 Be5 0-013 0-00 cs 14 Ad6 
cB 15 Lez with adequate compensa- 
tion) 9 sd3 9\c6 (avoiding the main 
positional threat by 9...k96 runs into 
10 Lif, when White is threatening the 
pawn on ¢7 and the queen by means of 
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41 Qd6+ - the only sensible way to 
parry both is 10...8c6, but after 110-0 
White has a significant lead in devel- 
‘opment; 9..0e7, on the other hand, 
Which protects the queen and the 
bishop, can be answered by 10 2f6+ 
nf 11 Wxds Axds 12 xfs, again 
with positional compensation) 10 Wxf5 
Wafs 11 Dd6+ cxd6 12 Axf'5 White has 
two bishops while Black's extra pawn is 
hardly a valuable asset. 

8...We742! 

Returning the favour. After 8...g6 | 
don't see how White should proceed in 
order to claim any compensation for 
‘the pawn. 

9 Rez 2d7 100-0 2ic6 11 Het 0-0-012 
sea Best 

Black should have at least played 
12.386, even though White could then 
force a repetition with 13 Zhs Wo6 14 
fq W615 Dhs. 

33 2xf7 Ah6 14 Sb3 2g4a5 Wds Des 
26 Wa2 d3 17 Dea Bes 


18 e3?? 
The final mistake. 18 Was! (with a 
double attack on a7 and e5) would 


rave decided the game in White's fa- 
wour. Instead, Afulton-"Nietzsche”, 
Internet Chess Club 1999, concluded: 
28..dxe2 19 Wxe2 Sda+ 20 Wxdi+ 
Anda 21 Aixda 28 22 £e2 Dfs 0-1 


Neither Lane nor Sawyer mentions 
the move 4..15, which is surprising as it 
is rather natural to protect the e-pawn 
that way. It is also Cox's choice in his 
Dealing with dé Deviations, so it is cer- 
tainly worth a closer look. 
sae3t 

Not mentioned by Cox, Instead, after 
$ dxe5 Gxd1+ we have once more en- 
tered the realms of the Endgame Varia- 
‘Sem, except that the moves ge2 and 
ffs are included. It is not difficult to 
see that this favours Black, as .f7-f5 
protects the black e-pawn, while 2ige2 
doesn't do the same for the white e- 
pawn. After 6 tbxda (6 2ixda Océ 7 fa 
e5 leaves e5 horribly weak: one exam- 
ple being 8 2idc3 0-0-0 9 Kida Hxdi+10 
xd1 Sige? from Gstibal-N.Pripoae, 
correspondence 2005) 6.46 7 bs (7 
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ds dB 8 Gg5+ Age7 achieves noth 
ing for White) 7.208 8 if a6 9 bag 
4ge7, Black plans to proceed with 
xd and ..23g6, hoping to prove that 
5 is weak. All in all, Black's prospects 
are quite reasonable. 

$.0xdg 

With the white queen now con- 
nected to her rook, Black needs to react 
tothe threat of 6 dxes. 

a) S..f4? 1s what White is hoping for; 
after 6 Gixfa! exta 7 Wh5s White gets a 
dangerous attack, eg. 7..96 8 West 
De7 9 Dxea, when 9.247 10 Wxhs 
‘fxe3 11 Wixh7 exf2+ 12 dixf2 57? 13 
2d6 mate was a fitting end in 
DSchioeglAOng, correspondence 
2006. 

bj 5..26, although a regular move 
in the Endgame Variation, is not good 
here; after 6 dxe5 Zixes (if 6..Wxd14? 7 
‘Exda ixes 8 bs 4+ White doesn't 
play 9 c3, but 9 Siec3! 2a5 10 ada! 
with an already decisive advantage) 7 
dss dds 8 0-0-0+ KAd7 9 Oifa BAG 
20. Dbs! White is better. 

6 Gxda Gxdq 7 Dxdg 
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‘The position can be compared with 
line B1 where Black played the imme- 
diate 4..exda. This time the inclusion of 
dhe3 and ...f7-f5 favours White, as the 
weaknesses of the light squares make 
themselves felt 
Tnn66 8 Leh £16 9 (3 24 100-0 25 

110,..8xc3 would have been a conse- 
quent follow-up to 9...b4 and proba- 
bly the better choice, even though after 
411 bxc3 it is difficult for Black to de- 
velop properly. 

21 fxeg fxeg 12 Dxt6! gxfé 13 Dxeg 
xd 

After 13.2e7, 14 &h6! wins back 
the exchange as 14...8f8 15 Dxt6+ te7 
16 Sg5 is completely out of the ques- 
tion, 

14 ixd4 Dd7 15 Set eds 16 xfs E18 
17 Oxh7 Zee 


This 


was 
Internet Chess Club 1999, and here 18 
&e3! would have won almost instantly, 
as the black rook {s not able to evade 
the white pieces. Instead, White played 
18 Sf and the game went on for about 
twenty more moves (1-0, 41); but it is 


“pucea3”"stratephil", 
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no longer of theoretical relevance; suf 
fice it to say that the bishop pair played 
‘a decisive role in the outcome... 


in my opinion, 4..8)¢6! must be the 
critical move if Black wants to go for 
the full point. Black questions the 
white d-pawn once more, and this time 
4 dxe5 and 4 2xe4 lead to inferior ver- 
sions of the Endgame Variation (see 
above) and the Lange Gambit (see be- 
low) respectively. Therefore, the only 
way for White to stay in the fight is 5 
45, after which a rough fight for the 
centre ensues. 
5 d5 Dice7 6 2ig3 15 

This is the ultimate test for the Ras- 
mussen Attack. Black secures his e- 
pawn first and thinks about attacking 
the white d-pawn later. White must 
take action before Black can get his 
pieces coordinated. 

More natural is 6..2f6, but praba- 
bly not as promising, 

Alter 7 2c4 (White could try to 
reach more favourable tines by 7 stbs+, 


intending 7,..0d7 8 v4, but Black 
plays 7,061 8 dxc6 Wadit 9 exda 2ixc6 
20 gs he6 11 Agnes Dxes 12 Axed 
#513 0ic3 h6 14 2e3 &bg15 2420-0-0 
26 wee Qid4.17 23 e4 and was clearly 
better in TSawyer-“star", Internet 
Chess Club 1999), should White be able 
to establish the d5-pawn and take the 
black pawn on e4, he will have a con- 
siderable advantage. Therefore, it is 
Black's first priority to undermine the 
centre: 7..c6 (occasionally the moves 
7-Ag4 8 Wa2 have been interposed 
before 8..c6, and there could follow 9 
hal exds 20 @ixds Dexds 21 hxga when 
the black position is rather shaky; 
3d? is probably better, as after 10 
dxcé Sixcé 11 We2 Aigé 22 0-0 8e7 13 
ds We8 — in order to prevent Oifs — 14 
Sexes Axes 15 Deed 0-0 the white 
advantage is only microscopic) 8 £95 
and then: 

2) 8.2ifxds 9 Whs!? Ws (it is as- 
tounding how difficult it is for Black to 
unravel; for example, 9...£e6 10 gxes. 
12.0.0-0 £94 12 Qd6v! Wxde 13 
@xg4 (6 14 shea f5 15 WAS e4 16 Wh 
48 27 Hd2 Wha 18 Sixds cxd5 19 
hd Wes 20 gs and White will re- 
gain his pawn with a much better posi- 
fon) 10 Mgxed Seb 11 Od6+ dy 12 
‘Sde4 Bas (22..f5 is bad on account of 
23 Qaq What 14 c3 Wxc4 15 Dacs+ 
Sc7 16 A\xe6+) 13 0-0 sce 24 a4! Wd 
(28..f 15 a5 e7 16 Dies was the point 
of 14 ag!) 15 b3 £6 (25..A\xc3 16 Rxeb+ 
fxe6 17 Qxc3 Wxb2 18 Des Wxc2 19 
‘Bfex and despite being three pawns (!) 
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down, White is still better after 19.-h6 
20 tha g5 21 Sig3) 16 &.d2 Wb6 (or 
16.2\c7 17 Sxe6+ Dxeb 18 a5! g6 19 
Wha 95 20 Whs f5 21 Dxg5 Orgs 22 
ixg5 Wb2 23 W7 Wxc3 24 f6) 17 a5 
Wc7 18 cs Ad7 19 Bfdt g6 20 WHS 
4kfs 21 a6 b6 22 b7 Zd7 23 94 she 24 
Duds Pxds 25 c4 Ot4 26 Ants ext4 27 
Wed Hxda+ 28 Exda £47 29 ¢5 with an 
advantage for White (analysis by 
Schoupal & Emanuel) 

b) B94 9 f3! exf3 10 gxf3 and 
now: 


1) 10...8d7 (Black is ready to take 
on cé6 with the bishop, but White would 
not dream of doing him that kind of 
favour) 23 Aged! “exds 12 xd5 cxd5 
13 Axfé gxfé 14 Axds #e7 (not 
24...8a5+? 15 bal Axb4+ 16 c3 and one 
of the bishops is lost) 15 @\xe7 Wxe7 16. 
Qd6+ Sd8 17 Was Ac6 18 Was+ b6 19 
Wa3 is not really fun to defend. 

ba) 10..ih3 11 ged Dexds (if 
12..xes 12 fxeq WA7 13 gi fo 14 
Saxf6!, when 14..gxf6 15 Whs+ did8 16 
0-0-0 c5 17 Wha gives White a strong 
attack, or 14..0-0-0 15 Sixes Mg6 16 
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(2d4 246 17 We2 c5 18 Ge3 a6 19 
0-0-0 and White is better, since 19_.b5 
20 “\xb§! axb5 21 ixbs Wa7 22 Bd3! 
leads to another vicious attack) 12 
Sexds oxds 13 Sixt gxf6 14 Wxdsi (this 
time 14 xd5? allows 14..Wa5+) 
14...Wxd5 15 Dxf6+ weds 16 Bifxds dg2 
27 Mga Aixf3 18 Sft hs 19 Wif6 gs 
20 hé h5 21 Rda¢ seeB 22 REZ and 
White has attacking chances according 
to Schoupal & Emanuel, 

3) 10..cxd5 11 fxga dxcg 12 We? is 
completely messy. White is two pawns 
down, but Black’s problems in develop- 
ing his pieces cannot be denied: eg. 
12...Wb6 13 0-0.01d7 14 Ages g6 15 
‘Bxd7! &xd7 16 Wxca Wc6 17 Wxi7+ 
sbc8 18 da with a very strong initia 
tive (Schoupal & Emanuel), or 12.2.6 
13 2\f5 and how is Black to free him- 
self? Rybka actually suggests 23..h5, 
but after 14 Rd1 Wb6 15 Axf6 gxfo 16 
De4 it is clear that something went 
terribly wrong for Black. 

Tikes 


26 


a) 7.846 is not.a problem, as 8 b3! 
£247 9 4 activates the bishop along 
the a3-f8 diagonal; for instance, after 
9.26 10 £23 Wbs 11 0-0 0-0-0 (or 
21.03 12 a5 exf2+ 13 Exf2 We 14 d6 
Wc} 15 dxe7 Rxe7 16 B13 Boas 17 
4kxe7 Wb6+ 18 tha sexe7 19 Aixfs+ 
‘dB 20 Wd2 with a clearly better posi- 
tion for White according to Schoupal & 
Emanuel) 12 a5 Wada 13 We1 a6 14 da 
Wa7 15 dé cxd6 16 Sixd6 M6 17 LxfB 
Ehxf8 18 aq #b8 19 4\b6 y6 20 Wes 
4 21 We5 Aga 22 2d7 Wxb6 23 axb6 
\xd7 24 Wb a8 25 Axa6! White is 
winning. 

b) is critical, though after 8 
0-0 Black has to play very accurately: 


bt) White should not fear 8..5, as. 
analysis by Schoupal and Emanuel 
shows: 9 Stb3 bé (if 9..2g6 then 10 dé! 
Wxd6 11 We2 2/6 12 Rds We6 13 a4 ba 
14 Dds b7 25 Oxfc+ Warts 16 Wed 
kd6 17 Dhs We7 18 OS! Wags 19 
Dxg7+ td7 20 Ae6 We7 21 Wxc7+ eB 
22 Bxd6 with a winning position) 10 
Dexeal fea 11 Gxed 6 (or 11..065 
12 WF3 2f6 13 Dxfb+ gut 14 dé cxa6 


15 94 04 16 Ws d5 17 gxfs Do8+ 18 
ha Wd7 19 Edi 0-0-0 20 a3 Wbs 21 
223 hs 22 h3 bxa3 23 bxa3 Zc6 24 a4 
a5 25 Sxds Axds 26 Wxed also with 
2 clearly better position for White) 12 
6! fs (42..“2ixes is met by 13 dxe7 
Wed 14 exf8+ Ref 15 Rxds, when 
15 Oxf2 fails to 16 dtas+ e7 17 
Ags+ e6 18 Bft) 13 Wf3! Raz 24 
Baas sot7 15 Oxfé texto 16 He3 ¢5 17 
hs! h6 18 ReB! Dxds 19 Wa5+ ste7 
0 xcs We7 21 Axbal Rb7 22 a3 
a8 23 Zfda b6 24 Ras Rd7 25 exd7 
Wed? 26 c4 and White is winning. 

b2) 8.#d6 9 a4 Df6 10 bal is 
similar to line ‘a’; eg. 10.296 (or 
20d? 11 a5 0-0-0.12 a3 5 13 Zb1 
296 14 Dan Lxad 15 brad f4 16 Zb6 
7 27 D5 £3 18 Wade Hd7 19 Ae3 and 
White ts also clearly better) 11 a5 £47 
[stter 22.9847 itis finally time to blast 
the centre with 42 3! as:12.exf3 13, 
Wats Rc5+ 14 Wha Dh4 15 Wer ag 
26 Wet 0-0 17 Age2 Sixc3 18 Dxc3 
Dg6 19 a3 dB 20 dé+ dhs 21 Edt 
cas 22 Exd6 We7 23 Exd8+ @xd8 24 
‘aaa paralyses the black queenside) 12 
£23 cS 13 Bad Bxat 14 bead fa 15 
Bhs £3 16 Axfe+ gxfé 17 gxf3 and 
white is better. 

3) Trying to untangle the kingside 
with 8.996 may be met by 9 d6!? 
Axd6 (9..WWxd6 10 We2 is similar to 
‘ba!) 10 hs seF8 (20...We7 runs into 12 
‘ds; while 10..Wid7 12 gs, threaten 
ng 42 e6!, is similarly awkward) 11 
e3 and it is difficult for Black to de- 
velop; e.g. after 11..0f6 12 igs! he 13 
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Axf6 gxfo 14 Was We7 15 Hada White 
has a nice initiative. 

b4) 8.26 is best, when 9 hs 4\g6 
40 2g5 Wd6 has been assessed as 
Clearly better for Black at the ChessPub- 
lishing.com forum. Although it remains 
difficult for Black to handle the posi- 
tion, 10 a4 should also be considered; 
in short, more practical tests are 
needed here. 
Sigs 


8.267! 

‘As we have seen above, ..a7-a6 is @ 
typical move in these lines to prevent 
2ibS or b5+; unfortunately, in this 
particular case it is too slow. Alterna- 
tives, as suggested at the ChessPublish- 
ingcom forum, are 8..8d6 9 Sxf6 
Wxf6 10 Abs Hd7! 11 0-0 a6 12 Aic3 
ig6, and 8..2ig6 § Shs Wd6 10 AbS+ 
217 (10..8d7 allows White to gain 
control of the light squares after 11 
Axfél gxf6 12 xd7+ shxd7 13 Dg3 
Wha 14 Dxfs Wxb2 15 Mixea Wha 16 
Qd2 Wa 17 Dei Bd8 18 ca Ges 19 
Wb3 Acs 20 g3 WhE 21 Dea Lbs 22 
0-0 fs 23 Dxfs Wh3 24 e3 as analysed 
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by Schoupal & Emanuel) 11 0:0 4e7 12 
Dxt6 Bxf6 13 @xf6 axf6, both with 
“clearly better positions for Black”. 
Even though | cannot refute these 
claims with concrete analysis, | would 
like to encourage the reader to try the 
lines out, as these positions (in a prac- 
tical sense) are easier to play as White, 
9 xt6 gxf6 10 Whs+ sed7 | 

10..\g6 would have been the lesser 
evil, though after 12 xfs White would 
still have been much better, due to his 
control of the light squares. 
aa Wf71 1-0 


Black is paralysed and therefore 
threw in the towel in “BK-Chess”- 
T.Sawyer, Internet Chess Club 2002. 


C: 4 Whs ~ The Sneiders Attack 
The daring 4 Whs was introduced into 
tournament practice by the Latvian- 
born American BDG player Edgar Snei- 
ders in 1960, and even though — by his 
own account ~ he did not do anything 
to promote his discovery, the move 4 
Whs has been dubbed the Sneiders At- 
tack. 
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For the uncompromising attacking 
player, the Sneiders Attack seems to be 
the right choice: moving the queen to 
hs opens up the possibility to target 
the weak f7-square. Emil Kunath, a 
German player who was also very ac- 
tive in the Blackmar-Diemer movement 
during the 1980s, even published a 
‘monograph about it entitled Der “Snei- 
ders-Angriff" im Lemberger Gegengam- 
bit. But as with all previous pamphlets 
about the Blackmar-Diemer Gambit, 
the analytical conclusions were 
strongly biased towards the white side, 
‘including faulty assessments and ne- 
glected black defensive resources; a 
state of affairs | would like to change. 

For an objective overview, the fol- 
lowing black replies have to be exam- 
ined: 


‘As we will see in line C1 below, 


4-exd4?! allows White a strong attack. 
Shoulld Black really want to take the d= 
pawn, he should do so with the queen; 
ie 4.iixd4 and then: 

a) 5 ibs Wh4+ 6 842 We7 7.0-0-0 is 
only seemingly active; after 7..2f6 8 
hs D6 White has the problem that he 
's down one pawn too many. The game 
Pleisebein-DAppeldorm, —_correspon- 
dence 2000, continued 9 Jigs ste6 10 
‘De3 Bd8 11 RxdB+ Wxd8 12 Rd5 Re7 
33 Axi Laxfo 14 Wres 0-01 15 xc6 
tbacé 16 OF3 ds 17 We3 ReB and Black 
wes better. Now 18 Wxa7 was not 
played, and for a good reason: after 
3B_e4 19 id2 295, with ..e4-¢3 to fol- 
low, Black is completely dominating. 

if White wants to conceal his posi- 
‘tonal deficits by grabbing a pawn with 
26 Gxc6, Black has 16..#ida which 
moves the queen into attack position. it 
is hard to suggest anything at all for 
White here, as after 17 h3 (17 @f3 
can be met by 17.xa2l, and if 18 
Saaz ea! 19 Wb3 kg5+ 20 Sb1 Haat 
22 Det Wxett regains the piece and 
leaves the white kingside completely 
jsomobilized) 17...8xh3 38 gxh3 Bh<f2 
39 Wxc7 ed, the e-pawn is a very pow- 
eful asset. Note that 20 xed? fails to 
20Be3+ 21 Od? Ras 22 Bdd Exd2 23 
‘Sad2 (23 We8+ Zd8 is check!) 23.Wet+ 
24.Rd2 fig5+ 25 wba Wid mate, 

b) 5 We2 was suggested in Kaissiber 
magazine, but as White is a tempo 
gown on similar lines after 4 Qixeg (see 
below), | really cannot believe it this 
idea. 


Lemberger Counter-Gambit 


¢) 5 &e3 sees two tempi up in de- 
velopment, but one must also not for- 
get that he currently is two pawns 
down as well, which means that he has 
to invest time should he choose to win 
‘them back. Ultimately, he may succeed 
in doing so, but as a result Black is able 
to catch up in development; for exam- 
ple, after 5..48 (5...f6 6 Sxd4 Zxh5 
7 Axes diba 8 Zige2 “a6 9 0-0-0 f6 10 
Ad4 is more promising for White) 6 
Wrest We7 7 Wire Wxed 8 Axed 
White has a marginally better position, 
but his advantage is hardly worth men- 
tioning. 


Intuitively, 4...exd4?! might seem to 
bbe the right move ~ Black saves his 
nearer e-pawn by winning another one 
— but it fails to acknowledge the attack- 
ing potential of White's set-up. 

5 cal We7 
Or 5...Wd7 6 @\xeq and now: 


{see following diagram) 
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a) 6..WWf5 is the whole idea of 
5..MWd7. Kunath gives 7 ig5 Shs 8 
\e2 He6 9 0-0 Se? 10 Ret with attack- 
ing chances. Two sample variations are 
10.00 11 $43 Was 12 2f4 S94 13 
Wha ixgs 14 &xgs stxe2 15 Zxe2 and 
10...d7 11 4ig3 Wg6 12 &d5 with 
compensation for White in both lines. 

b) 6..#e721 is more questionable, 
even more so as Black doesn’t threaten 
to win a piece at all. After 7 Zie2 96 
(7..23c6 is Hine ce; while 7.44 8 a2 
We7 9 0-0 was played in iPeters- 
Meeilen, correspondence 1972, con- 
tinuing 9.06 10 Wb5+ c6 21 ba cs 
12 3 Gc6 13 f3 fgg 14 Dexdal 
Dxd4 15 exd4 0-0-0 16 Ret #7 17 
Ses hs 18 dxcs Axes 19 84 gg 20 
&g3, when Black could not handle all 
‘the threats and soon succumbed to the 
pressure) 8 Wds (here 8 Wf3 Afs 9 Qd2 
®c6 20 Wb3 with compensation was 
suggested by Kunath, but | don’t be- 
lieve in that evaluation: €.g, 10,.0:0-0 
and how is White supposed to con 
tinue? Black threatens ..2.a5, and 
White cannot take on f7, as 41 2xt7 43, 


30 


and 12..2d4 wins instantly) 8.897 
(8.26 is met by 9 tos f6 10 Wxgat 
Bag8 11 “xté+ dB 12 “es, when 
White will win the black d-pawn and 
actually emerge with a pawn up} 9.00 
Af 10 Dixfé+ aixfs 2 WES 0-0 12 Af. 
6 13 Dd3 De8 14 Ad2 Af5 15 Zaet 
White had ongoing pressure and ade- 
quate compensation in BSchneider- 
GHieke, correspondence 1987. 

©) 6.26 7 Ber We7?! (7..W8f5 8 
2g5 transposes to line ‘a’) 8 0-01 is also 
good for White. Black cannot take the 
knight, as 8..96 9 bs Wxea (or 9. 
10 Wb3) 10 Rds Wxcz 11 Dxda Wes 12 
Bers skd7 13 We2! is crushing 

d) 6...a¢b4+ is a more serious try to 
solve the opening problems. After 7 ¢3 
dxc3 8 bxc3 We7 9 De2 Ld6 10 Dixder 
cexd6 12 0-0 26 12 Wha Dba7 13 95 
0-0 14 Kae1 Wed Black reached an ac- 
ceptable position in 4.Kotek-MEnaler, 
correspondence 1969. But 7 Sd2!7 
Sxd2+ 8 txd2 is more interesting. 
White is ready to occupy the e-file with 
is rook, so 8.85 is rather forced 
Now 9 ier 2e7 led to a good game in 
J'Sandahl-H.Hoerbye, Denmark 1994 (of 
course not §..,@'xh5?? 10 2)f6+ and 12 
‘Be8 mate), as 10 Bez Dbc6 covers eve- 
rything, Instead of 9 et, White should 
have tried the seemingly unconsider- 
able 9 WigSI?, which offers to trade 
queens after all. Following 9..xgs+ 
(what else is there to prevent White 
from taking on g7?) 10 @xg5 2h6 11 
Bers &f8 12 D1f3 White has sufficient 
compensation for the pawn. 


eags 

Weaker is 6 Ads?! Df 7 Dxfo+ 
exfS, \Peters-RHoward, correspon- 
dence 1968, even saw 8 Wd5? Le6 9 
Wada (9 Wxd7 4+ is equally bad) 
5.Mbg+ when White lost a piece (and 
{ater the game). 
286 

6.96 was played in “Birchbecr’- 
detective)", internet Chess Club 1995. 
After 7 Sixe7 gxhs 8 2x18 dxf8.9 Zines 
the devaluated black pawn structure 
was already enough compensation tor 
the pawn, The game concluded 9,.2%6 
3000-0 Ke6 21 Rxe6 fre6 12 Zics df7 
33 -OF3 e5 14 Ehe1 Re8 15 Sd7 and 
‘Slack resigned in view of his crumbling 
centre. 
7a Wits, 

OF 7..gxf6 8 Dds Was 9 0-0-0 and 


a) 9.5 10 \h3 bs 12 igs bxea 12 
Wt7+ dB 13 Dxc7 ANG 14 ha BEB 15 
WWeh7 xg5+ 16 hxgs Wxc7 17 Dxae+ 
2d7 18 96 eS was DBurk-MMiiller, 
comespondence 1986. Here White 
played 19 Sthd421, which allowed Black 
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to untangle himself with 19..8ic8 20 
Wir e722 Bxcas M6 etc Instead, af- 
ter the (quite natural) 19 g7, the only 
way to stop the pawn from promoting 
immediately is 19..Wfa+ 20 stb1 Waa, 
but after 21 hd it is not so easy for 
Black to wrest himself free, e.g. 21.088 
22 Hxe4s Gb7? 23 fail, followed by 24 
g8W and 25 Rxd7+, and White is win- 
ning, 

Switching moves with 13 2xd4l? is 
also interesting, After 13..dth6 14 De3 
Wada 15 Eda Wida+ 16 dtexda x95 17 
Wo7 Des 18 Wxgs+ d7 (18.2677 loses 
a rook to 19 Wg, 20 Was+ and 21 
Wxas) 19 Wxis+ Hes 20 Wxh7+ Black 
thas two rooks and a piece for the queen, 
but his pieces seriously lack coordina- 
tion, while the white kingside pawns are 
a force to be reckoned with, 

1b) 9.246 is critical. 10 eo f5 11 
2ixda?l was played in RAllen-A Polaszek, 
comespondence 1999, but after 
11..2ixd4 12 Hxd4 297 13 Radi c6 14 
2ic3 Wher 15 Wxhs Axhb+ 16 ibs Les 
Black was a solid pawn up. The side- 
stepping 11 bi! (in order to avoid any 
‘checks on the ct-h6 diagonal) might be 
an improvement, after which it is not 
‘easy to suggest a black move at all! One 
wild example is 110.97 12 Ab6 Mes 13 
DaxcB Wo6 (if 13,.5xc8?! 14 Wet forks 
cB and e4) 14 bss Zic6 15 2)f4 Wxhs 
16 Dxhs ZgB (26...4.€5? even loses to 17 
fal) 17 Qxg7+ Sxg7 18 Dxa7 Bxa7 19 
93, followed by Exd4, when White re 
gains his pawn and remains with the 
better structure, 
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8 Dxe4 Be7 

8..dib4+ is not as powerful as before: 
9.¢3 We7 10 0-0-01 g6 11 Whs+t c6 12 
Wrbs Wxes 13 O63 Wige 14 debi D7 
15 Hhet+ Sed 16 Zixda is close to win- 
ning for White; while 8.878 9 295 96 
10 e2 gxhs 11 Oxf yielded more than 


enough compensation in Fkeller- 
KAndre, correspondence 1989. 
90-001 


9.86 

+9...lixes is the critical test, but White 
still gets a dangerous initiative: 10 
Wet7+ skds 11 G3 c5 (11246 was 
given as an improvement in Kaissiber, 
though after 12 Wxg7 eB 13 Sher 
Was 14 dbbt Hxet 15 Zxer 5 16 gs 
Black is still in danger ~ and not 15.-h6? 
16 27 C5 17 Me8+ Wc7 18 Re6+ 1-0 
HDriggel-G.Dammkahler, correspon 
dence 1996) 12 Zhe1 tWc6 13 Aixdal 
cxd4 14 Exda+ Qd7 (or 14.2847 15 
eBs shc7 16 Whar dG 27 Sd Bids 
18 Wxd6+ wxd6 19 Rxh8 and once the 
black kingside pawns have fallen, White 
has more than adequate material com- 
pensation for the piece) 15 He6 (not 15 
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Be8+ Sc7 16 Leb? as after 16, ecStitis 
Black who is winning!) 15..18xg2 16 
Bess Sc7 17 Wfa+ Gb6 18 Ze6+ and 
Black is forced to give up his queen with 
418.86 in order to avoid being mated 
immediately, 

10 #37! 

The correct way to continue was 10 
‘We2 Ag7 11 95 Wxe2 12 Axe hé 13 
\f3 (13 Aixf7 28 ts not as good as the 
might has nowhere to go) 43..c5 14 
Bhea 0-0 15 %f4 #h7 16 Ad3, when 
White has enough activity to compen- 
sate for the pawn. 

10...8 97 12 Y\e2 6 12 fa Des 

Kunath only gives 12..0-0 23 2d5 

Was 14 Defe+ Shs, but even then Black 
is not worse. 
13 3 Oxcg 14 Wxe4 0-015 Zhe1 Le6! 
16 Pxes Wxe6 17 Wes feb 18 13 b6 19 
igs Ah6 20 ha c5 22 Lixes fa 22 Sb 
Eixh4 23 eg SFB 


This was AArmstrong-F.Bock, corre 
spondence 2000. Black has transformed 
the position into a technically won end- 
ing, which he did win after twenty more 
(uninteresting) moves (0-1, 42). 


Abfirst glance, 4.43621 seems to be a 
sensible move too; Black returns his extra 
pawn in order to speed up his develop- 
ment. However, there is one concrete 
problem with this approach in this par- 
eular casé ~ the remaining black & 
pawn is quite weak and prone to fall. 
Should White be able to snatch it and 
fend off the ensuing activity, Black will 
have to struggle a pawn down in a (usu- 
ally) queenless endgame. Obviously this 
(6 mot something to which Black players 
should aspire, especially as there are 
‘marerreliable options to choose from. 

5 Wxes+ hey 
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5..We7 is not as good, due to 6 295, 
when 6..ixe5? led to a lost position for 
Black in LArgando Riveiro-RJaques Bur- 
guete, Spain 1999: 7 dxes Afd7 8 Qd5 
16 9 Dxc7+ a8 10 nak Dxes (or 
20..fxg5 214 €6 cs 12 0-0-0+ and White 
saves the knight on a8) 11 0-0-0+ 4td7 
42 fg eS 13 Bas Sixf2 14 0n3 €3 15 
ixte exf2 16 Axes fixes 17 Sts 8 18 
Sxd7+ Qxd7 19 Mft. But even after 
6.26 7 Sixf6 gxt6 8 Wxe7+ Saxe7 9 45 
Db4 10 0-0-0 White has a slight advan- 
tage thanks to his better pawn struc: 
ture. 
bata 

Other moves are not recommended: 

a) 6 xed? allows Black to sacrifice a 
pawn for a change with 6..0-0, when 
White has to worry about upcoming 
problems on the e-file. Probably best is 7 
4403, butafter 7..e8 8 Zixfé+ (8.c3 ds 
9 8g3 tha 10 WF3 Aga! 13 xg xed 
is a complete disaster) 8txf6 Black 
still enjoys a significant advantage. 

b) 6 s2bS+ is equally unimpressive. as 
after 6..bd7 7 Sixd7+ Wxd7 8 84.06 9 
2ixes 0-0 White again has problems. 
One quite amusing line (for Black!) 1s 10 
3 Reb 11 0-0-0 Dds 12 dz xc3! and 
the knight is taboo because of 23 bxc3 
423+ winning the queen. 

6.6 

Instead, 6.6 is not good enough. 
‘Compared with the immediate 6 Zxea 
White has no probiems on the e-file as 
hhe can castle away just in time. After 7 
Dues 0-0 (or 7..Dbd7 8 Eixto+ Dxh6 9 
0-00) 8 £if3 Me8 9 0.0.0 S47 10 Wc7 
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Wc7 (or 10.6 12 Wxds Beds 12 c7 
Md7 13 Rxb6 axb6 14 Sc4) 11 Rxc7 
Black has no compensation whatsoever. 

6...0-0 should not suffice either, After 
7 Wxc7 Abd (or 70c6 & 0-0-0 We7 9 
dixc7 and again the white d-pawn 
should be the nail to black’s coffin) 
Wxd8 Hxd8 9 0-0-0 sixc3 10 bxc3 Dds 
11 Jad White has an edge due to the 
‘extra pawn and his two bishops. 


are following PParonen- 
P.kilpela, Naantali 1993, and the further 
course of the game shows that White 
needs to play accurately as well. 

He should have played 7 Wxc7 #xc7 
& Qxc7; for example, 8.stb4l? (Black 
can win back the pawn with 8..2xd4, 
but after 9 0-0-0 4\c6 10 Zige2 es 13 
Qq3 Bxf2 12 Dgxes Oxed 13 Dxes 
Rede 14 ba 0-015 cd gd 16 Bider 
b6 17 Saxb6 axbé 18 Zhfa White had a 
positional advantage in GyMeszaros- 
NMatcetic, Paks 1997) 9 Sie2 (9 bs?! 
45 shows the point of 8..Jb4, when it 
is Black who has the more comfortable 
game, even in the best line 10 Ad6 
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Sixc3+ 12 bees Dxc3 12 nc6+ bxeb 13 
Bd2 Dds) 9.94 10 hes Sixes 11 axes 
Dds 12 a3 Axc3+ 13 Ainc3 Dinc3 14 
bxc3 0-0-0 15 dich Mhe8 16 Sixt? Hxes 
17 h3 d7 and Black may be able to 
hold the endgame, but for the moment 
White isa pawn up. 
70-08 xe6 £461 

‘An important zwischenzug. Black 
saves his c7-pawn and emerges with the 
advantage of cither the bishop pair or 
the superior structure. 
9 Wigs bxc6 20 Les h6 22 dixf6 hxgs 12 


Black's pawn structure seems to be a 
mess, but two bishops versus two 
knights in an open position are certainly 
‘more than enough compensation, 

13 Dyge2 f5 14 ga g6 15 ha gxha 16 
Uxh4 Le7 17 Eh2 fxgs 18 Oxed fs 19 
Dags Qxc2 20 Dea Abgy 21 Sa da 
22 Rxc6 Ret 23 gz? 

The final mistake, although the posi- 
tion already was beyond good and evil. 
23..Exe2 24 Diner Legs 25 Sg3 dixcé 
26 dixga SAB 27 f4 EeB 28 a3 Ld6 29 
3 Rez 0-1 


‘This is definitely the strongest reply 
be 4 Wh5. Black develops a piece and 
protects the €5-pawmn, insofar as the 
white queen carmot take it with check. 
But that is not the only merit: After 
White's best move, 5 dxeS, the knight 
cam also undertake aggressive actions, 
‘scanbeseen inthe following... 

Séxes 

‘Given an exclamation mark by Saw- 
j= who states that he was “very sur- 
prised to find how strong this move is", 
= he “Delievels] that it restores the 
Sneiders Attack to complete equality”. | 
owt share this optimistic view: in my 
ppimion Black can actually play for an 
vantage, On the other hand, other 
continuations are even worse for White; 

a) 5 ed? is not effective anymore; 
pow that Black has protected his e- 
pawn he is safe to play 5..96 and is al- 
ready virtually winning. 

1) 5 Abs? is not much better. as 
Black can simply play 5..exd4!. White 
cam regain one pawn with 6 2ixed, but 
after 6..e6 he is still down another. 


Lemberger Counter-Gambit 


9) 5 dS? also leads to nothing, as 
Black can play 56 with tempo. After 
6 Was (or 6 Ws h6 7 Wa3 Aba 8 Wrest 
We7 9 Abs Ld7 10 Aixd7+ Oxd7 44 
Wxe7+ dixe7 12 sada Df6 and Black ts 
clearly better) 6..2d4 7 Ac4 Aga 8 £3 
exf3. 9 gxf3 fs 10 2b3 Oba, as in 
ARichter Mendau-K.Nickl, correspon 
dence 1987, Black arrived at a close to 
winning position with the greatest of 


The most direct, The main alterna- 
tive is 5..kba, as recommended by John 
Cox in his Dealing with d4 Deviations. 
Play might continue 6 &d2 (6 bs 
Sxc3+7 bxc3 WaS and 6 dca 96 7 We2 
Pxe5 8 Bxe4 He7 fail to impress for 
White) 6..g6 7 We2 (7 Wax allows 
7.iid4 8 a3 Ba5 9 Fige2 Wes 10 ba 
kb6 21 124 Wg7 oF 9 sibs Sid7 10 We2 
‘Wxes 11 Axes 0-0.0 as given by Cox) 
7..9id4 8 Hdd B45 9 e3. Now 9..Ac6 is 
rather drawish, but 9..c5!? 10 @e2 (10 
33 ixc3+ 11 bxe3 Was fs also good for 
Black) 10.Wa5 11 Qxda 0-0-0 forces 
White to give up the queen specula- 
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tively with 12 dbs; while 11 a3 is met 
by 11..0-0-0! 12 Sind (12 axb4? fails to 
12..WWa1l 13 Wrai? @xc2 mate, or if 12 
Wer Sxc3+ 13 2x3 4e7 gives Black an 
edge according ta Cox) 12 Bxd4! 13 
Wes (if 23 Deda? Saxc3+ 14 buc3 Wxc3+ 
15 e2 cxdé is crushing) 13Axc3+ 14 
\xc3 Se7 and Black is better, 

owas : 

6 Abst c6 7 faa Bfs (O.Burk- 
NuJensen, correspondence 1988) is also 
better for Black. 
6...0gal 7 Oger 

7 Wxg4?? runs into the cute 
7.8\we2+ 8 Sez WA3 mate, while 7 £377 
exf 8 Dxf3 loses to BRXA3 9 gxf3 
Whar. 

Deb 8 2f4 bs 9 h3 


9nStxe2?1 

Trading the wrong bishop. After 
9..xc3+1 10 bxc3 Wxdi+ 1a Exda eb 
12.2g3 (or 12 Qd4 xd 13 Zxda Dxa2 
14 Exes dS 15 Bd4 e7 as in a 2001 
game between Crafty and Rybka on the 
Internet Chess Chub) 12..2ge7 13 Qixea 
0-01 Black will regain the pawn he is cur- 
rently down, after which he must have 
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the better endgame. 
10 Sixe2 Dge7 11 6 

424 5 is another way for White to 
deal with the threat to his e-pawn, even 
though the position is completely equal. 
12. dixe3+ 12 bxc3 fxe6 13 Wxd8+ Lixds 
14 Axc7 Be8 15 Rd6 Dds 


The current position is rather un- 
dear, PSvedenborg-APrahmeshuber, 
Tel Aviv Olympiad 1964, ended in a 
draw after 25 more moves (¥2-Y, 40), 
but this is not of (theoretical) interest to 
us. 


D: 4 2\xe4!? - The Lange Gambit 


I have to admit that for most of the 


‘Smell worked on this book, | focused my 
‘forts on the Rasmussen Attack with 4 
‘222, as | could not believe that 4 Zixea 
‘would offer a serious chance to play for 
= advantage. Having finished my in- 
sestigations, | stand corrected: at the 
tsement it is my opinion that, from a 
practical point of view, the Lange Gam- 
bit is the most promising way of dealing 
sethlemberger’s 3..e5. 

The implications of the gambit are 
gate simple: White temporarily wins 
fs back pawn and even threatens to 
sem one himself. Black has three ways of 
seacting to this threat: he can eliminate 
‘= by taking the white d-pawn with ef- 
ter queen or pawn, of else protect his 
own pawn with 4.26. All three possi- 
ities will be thoroughly examined. 


‘Black has tried a couple of other 
moves too; 

'2} 4-2:f6 was an attempt at simpli- 
Scation in CEscera-L Blasco, correspon- 
‘sce 1997, White doesn't seem to have 
sruch after 5 Zixfo Wixté 6 Df3 exd4 7 
Weds Wxdg 8 xd, but the threats of 
ibs and/or tft (going after the black c- 
pean) prompted Black to play 8.5 9 
3 dxd4 10 2x44 0-011 0-0-0, when 
‘he bishop pair secured White a small, 
‘nsttangible advantage 

D) Auf5. seeks to drive the knight 
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away before White can occupy 22-8 
with his bishop, but White plays it any- 
\Wayl~5 Stcal and then: 


bi) 5..fxea (accepting the piece sac- 
Tifice is too dangerous, as White gets too 
strong an attack) 6 Whs+ ied7 7 Wis+ 
Seb 8 Wxes a6 9.ds+ Sb6 10 Re3+ Acs 
(t0..c5 214 dxc6+ sxcé 12 Rds W613 
‘2ds+ bs 14 ag+ kas 15 Wc7+ b6 16 
d2+ Abe 17 Sxb4s bxb4 18 3+ eas 
19 b4+ xa4 20 Bai+ dbs 21 Lcd mate 
was another finish in VHergert- 
BMoritz, correspondence 1984) 11 
sBxeS+ Sexcs 12 d6+ b6 13 Wixg7 Wo 
14 Wxc7+ Ga7 15 Wes+ bs 16 We7+ 
Ab7 47 2d5 and White won in 
EJDiemer-G.Miller, correspondence 
1955. 

b2) 5_bS is meant to create an es- 
cape route for the king before accepting 
the piece, but after 6 Axb5+ <6 7 Sted 
fxea 8 Whs+ iéd7 9 dxes White still has 
nice attacking chances according to 
Freidi 

b3) 5...2ic6 allows 6 Digs Df6 7 f74 
se7 8 b3 Wxd4 9 We2 and the black 
king is stuck in the middle. 
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'b4) 5..te7 covers g5, but the knight 
still doesnt need to move away: 6 23! 
fxed (after 6.86 7 2egs the knight 
gets to g5 anyway) 7 Sixes fe 8 DF? 
gd 9 Pyd& sixdi 10 Geb Sxc2 12 
DincT+ td7 12 Dxas Ac6 13 45 Bes 14 
bs sdid6 15 b3l and again White is 
well on top. 

5) 5.cixda 6 ida exd4 7 2g5 and 
now Black has to think about how best 
to cope with a knight coming to f7. A 
rather amusing outcome was 7..2b4+ 8 
Md? Qxd2+ 9 dxd2 De7 10 Hats Qbes 
31 Dhen ho 12 f7 8 13 Si7e5 dB 14 
Madi Sixes 15 Exes Pic6 16 Rds+ she7 
17 Dxda 2ixdg 18 Bde Bf6 19 Beat 
e6 20 14 when Black more or less was 
in zugzwang in LMilde-USchierle, cor- 
tespondence 2003. 


Da: 4..Heda 


To this day, 4..l#xd4 has been con- 
sidered the strongest move against the 
Lange Gambit, if nat its refutation. Black 
snatches a pawn, and it seems that 
White cannot exploit the exposed posi- 
tion of the black queen. | would like to 
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‘use the game O.Lie-P.Lindblom, corre: 
spondence 1965, to show how this as- 
sessment was derived, as well as a pos- 
sible improvement to revive the gambit 
(see the next note). 
5.d3 

Considering the further course of the 
game, the interesting 5 We2l?, sug: 
‘gested in Kaissiber magazine, deserves a 
closer look; the idea fs to prepare queen- 
side castling. 


‘There are four black replies to be 
considered seriously, with few practical 
‘examples for any of them: 

a) 5.Rf5 6 2ic3 ba 7 Rd2 Zic6 8 
6-0-0 with promising play on the defile 
is a good illustration of my introductory 
‘comment. 

b) 5..2\f6 was played in a computer 
game DrunkenMaster 1.0-Biglion 2.23%, 
2004, but after 6 A\x/6+ gxf6 7-3 Wa6 8 
Le3] (allowing the rook to go to di) 
8..Ac6 9 DFS KAS 10 Rda Wes 11 Ws 
White obtained a promising position 

©) 5.27, in order to prepare ..26, 
was played in *trix’-O.Touzane, Internet 
‘Chess Club 2002, but after 6 ifs Wb6 7 


<3 Ogis B Degs h6 (protecting the 
paem with 8..4id6 shows another virtue 
of 5 Me2H?: after 9 Wicd 0.0 White can 
pay 10 Oxf7l Bxf7 11 Zgs) 9 Dxes 
Bes 10 Wxes+ heb 11 Abs+ c6 12 
Paeb fed 13 We6+ Le7 14 24 White 
soon won. 

@ S.f5 is the final try, when the 
game Es.Diemer-Baettig, Geneva 1956 
continued 6 c3 SAba 7 Ad2 Oic6 & 
20-0 Bxc3 9 Bxc3 Wa+ 10 &b1 Dge7 
jatter 20.06 11 Dh3 Wea 12 Bs a6 
53 M3 6 14 Bes Was 15 cq Wde 16 
Dést Bf 17 2g6 White obtained a 
much better position in the computer 
game SmarThink —0.14a-SmarThink 
2252 Slobin Turnier 2003) 11 Df3 e4 12 
Wee £7 13 Dida nda 14 Oxd4 e615 
Mag?! Bg4 16 Sxd7! Sxd7 17 Bt7+ 
Be? 28 AbS+ c6 19 f3! Hes 20 Rais 
(Sep 28 fs Wxta 22 Wxe7+ Sb6 23 das 
ebs 24 BcS+ dab 25 Has+ Sbs 26 
veexce 27 iba mate. 
as 

‘This fs considered to be Black's best 
‘nove Instead, after 5..f5 White has two 
‘eteresting continuations: 
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a) 6 g5!? was suggested by Tim 
McGrew in his ChessCafe article. He 
supplies the following variations: 


a3) 65 7 Wert? (7 Si?! 96 8 
‘We2 is not an improvement, as it opens 
the seventh rank for Black, while the 
check on h5 may be needed later; the 
effect can be scen after 8 We2 04.9 dca 
he 30 Saf3 wre! 11 27 Bh7 which is 
more than okay for Black) 7..04 8 cd 
De7 (now if 8..n6? 9 de3 Wxb2 10 
hs+ wins; and 826 is better for 
White, eg. 9 <3 a6 10 ahs! Big6 12 
3 Be7 a2 fred fred 13 ds and the 
lack king is caught in the middle) 9 
Af7+ $f8 10 de6!? and White has full 
‘compensation for the pawn. 

a2) 6..Bds 7 Whs+ g6 8 Wer sLe7 
(8..#¥xg2? is too greedy; after 9 Wxes+ 
267 10 @xh8 Wxha 44 Aixh7! Wrgas 12 
Afi Dd7 13 Oxf QxfB 14 AH6 White 
has a winning advantage, eg. 14..Wa4 
15 Bxf8+ d7 16 Lait des 17 Ags! 
Bigs 18 Seas wes 19 Whss BI6 20 far 
etc) 9 D2f3 e4 10 ca exf3 11 gxf3 
‘Base (better is 11...8da, but 12.03 897 
13 Bf4 1s still good for White) 12 242 
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‘W6 13 0.0.0 and White has a massive 
initiative for the piece. 

a3) 6,.Sb4+ is critical. White should 
respond with 7 e3t sixe3+8 bxc3! #xc3+ 
9 he2 and now: 


a31) Accepting the rook with 
9..llixai is too dangerous: 10 Wb3! 
Wrer (10.0h6 11 b2 1.0 was 
E.Gesterle-£J.Diemer, Biesenberg 1952) 
11 Daft Wes (if 21_Wixha 12 47+ bas 
13 WfB+ sed7 24 Dxe5 mate) 12 Sbs+! 
€6 (or 12...247 13 Wi7+ dds 14 Be6+1 
teeB 15 Gxd7+ xd7 16 We8 mate) 13 
‘Wf7+ Sd8 14 31+ and White wins. 

432) After 9.04 10 &b5+ c6 11 ad? 
Wa4 12 Wb3 What, according to 
McGrew White has nothing better than 
13 WE7+ dB 24 WSs (24 2\ah3 W215 
Wf8+ Sc7 16 sca e3! 17 fxe3 W6 is also 
unclear) 14..ste7 15 Of7 Whe 16 Sfas 
Wb6 17 eae hc7 18 fay HebO 19 
Ste3+ with a draw by perpetual check, 
‘but 13 .c3! is actually winning, eg. 
13..WWc1 14 aha Wixha 15 Wt7+ eds 16 
WB) Sid7 17 Wixg7+ She7 18 Rb4 Mes 
19 Wes and mate cannot be avoided. 

433) 9..2)c6! is the move that proba- 
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bly makes this line unattractive for 
White, He has to prevent .Wxar and 
~2d4+, but after 10 Ke3 h6 11 Ber 
Wo2+ 12 Sea Wha or 10 Rba h6 11 ab? 
Wes it is unclear if he can prevent Black 
from developing (and consolidating). 

b) 6 O/3 has been considered dubi- 
ous, but new analysis from David Flude 
has resurrected this line: 


bi) 6.d8 7 95 (7 Seg5 may be 
more promising; for example, 7..2c6 8 
‘We transposes to 5.26 6 DF; Wa8 7 
We2 £52! 8 Begs in the notes below) 
7.he7 8 dbs+ c6 9 Wxd8+ sexdB 10 
2)d6 shes 11 Aixb7+ she7 12 Sxe7 Dxe7 
33 cs Rds 24 Bft led to a very slight 
advantage for White in P.leisebein- 
LMilde, comespondence 2002. 

2) 6.86 was supposed to be the 
refutation of 6 £\f3, but here White has 
the very interesting 7 %¢3!? and if 7..04 
8 0-01 (an important improvement over 
8 AbS+ c6 9 Dds WdB 10 Ags De7 11 
@xe7 dixe7 12 Wrds+ Sxds 13 xda 
exf3 which led to a black win in the 
computer game ChesterX-Arasan 60, 
2001) with the following possibilities: 


21) 8exd3 9 Aids leads to a deci- 
sive white advantage; ¢g. 9..8c6 (no 
better are 9..Wd6 10 He1+ 2e7 44 c4, or 
gulas 10 Ke1t $07 11 Wxd3 6 12 
Dixe7 Dxe7 13 g5, or 9..1cs 10 ert 
e744 Wxds intending 12 b4) 10 Rea+ 
dhe7 11 Wxd3 Od7 12 xe7 Dxe7 13 
igs 4)f6 14 Hada Od7 15 Des Wa 16 
‘Wra6é bxaé 17 xfé gxf6 18 Dxd7, 

22) 8..exf3 also gives White a win- 
ning edge:9 et e7 (or 9-.e7 10ds 
Wado 11 Wxfs sof 12 Af4 Wes 13 Zixc7 
Wiet3 14 gxf3 2ic6 15 2xa8) 10 Wes Ws 
11 f4 c6 12 Radi 2d7 13 dca Db6 14 
42b3 4d7 15 We3 0-0-0 16 Wes. 

'b23) Black may decide to decline the 
piece for the moment and play 8..2f6, 
but after 9 &c4 ibd? (if now 9_exf3 10 
Bets dhe7 11 Exe7+! dxe7 12 Dds+ 
Dxds 13 Wxds hE 14 RgSe! hxas 15 
Bett Be6 16 Dxes+ Wxes 17 Wxes+ 
and the endgame is hopeless) 10 Hea 
e511 3 Hes 12 he3 Axk3+ 13 oxf3 
‘Gas 14 fxes freq 15 Dds abs 16 Wis 
2xds 17 Wear De7 18 d2! &h3 19 
‘Fxb4 Wrb4 20 xb4 White is winning. 
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68d! 

Not mentioned at all by Lane, even 
though the strength of this move was 
already known to Diemer. instead: 

a) 6..18ba+ 7.c3 We7 was T.McGrew- 
“gabito", Internet Chess Club 1999, 
which continued 8 We2? f5 when White 
lost a piece and later the game. instead, 
hie should have played 8 0-01, in order to 
meet 8..f5 with 9 2g3 ea 10 Ze1 Df 12 
Whos, eg. 11.Wd8 12 Lxed! fred 13 
2xes Le7 14 igs followed by Mada 
with a massive initiative 

b) 6.6 7 0-0 gd 8 3 Axf3 9 
‘Wxf3 Dde 10 Whs kd6 11 Be3 and 
Black was already in difficulties in 
JSandahi-.Emborg, Copenhagen 1984, 
He decided to meet the threat of 12 ¢3 
by 12..18c672, but was in for a rude 
awakening after 12 xd exda 13 2bs, 

©) Besides the text move, Black often 
plays 6.848 to keep his queen from 
being the target of attacks in the centre, 
After 7 We2 the following possibilities 
need to be examined: 


2) 7..fs2l is dubious, as Black will 
not be able to win a piece by playing 


4t 
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.€5-€4 in any case, due to the pin on the 
e-file; after & Degs WIG 9 Bc4 Dh6 10 
Af he? (or 10..04 11 0-0-0 246 12 
BExd6! cxd6 13 Hd2 with a strong attack) 
11 Axes! Qxes 12 Wxes Wxes+ 13 
axes xg5 14 ixg7 Bf8 15 h4 F416 
0-0 Bf7 17 Raei+ Me7 18 Rxe7+ Sexe7 
19 Het+ od 20 93 White was winning 
in Plleisebein-P.Wolfelschneider, corre- 
spondence 2002. ‘ 

©2) Black chose to develop with 
7.868 ys ihe7 9 0-0-0 a7 10 ha! 
0-0 in “desire”-Ulko, internet Chess 
Club 2000. Unfortunately, after 14 c3 6 
12 Sica We8? 13 Axfo Axfo 14 Wd3 he 
had to resign; then again, if he had not 
dropped the piece, White's compensa- 
tion would have been quite sufficient. 

3) After 7...2.q4 White's best option 
is 8 kbs; for example, 8.27 9 £as 
WaS (9..f6 nuns into 10 &xf6!) 10 <4 
dxf 11 Wxf3 Wd 12 Rat Woe (if 
12, Wxb2 13 0-O.0d8 14 Exd’+ oxd8 15 
Wscf7 wins, while 13..f6 again runs into 
14 ixfo gxfo 15 Oxfor St7 16 Dear 
‘ag8 17 4igs) 13 Wad3 f6 (13..8d4 loses 
to 14 Whi Wb6 15 2e3 Was+ 16 be, 
while 13..f5 is met by 14 c5 Was+ 25 
)c3 W4 16 @xc6+ bxcé 17 Wd7+ kf7 
18 xe7 Jixe7 19 Wxfs+ with a clear 
advantage) 24 b4 a6 15 Se3 Bd8 16 
‘Wxas+ 17 17 Qd6+ 2-0 NKampars- 
ATeijler, correspondence 1958. 

Instead of 8.27, Black should 
probably opt for &..td6, e.g.9 des 2e7 
100.0.00.011 13 saxf3 12 Wxf3 Odd 13 
xd exda 14 wba c5 15 Bhet Rbs 16 
3 c6 17 Sixc6 bxc6 18 Wd3 WDE 19 b3 
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2e7 20 cxdd with a roughly equal end 
game. 
7@e2 

No better is 7 2c3 iba 8 ada fxc3 
9 $xc3 @f6 10 Wez 0-0 (i.Clauser- 
‘TSawyer, correspondence 1993), or 7 
0-0 93 8 Aca Wd6 9 h3 Ahs 20 Abs 
We7 11 Led a6 12 Axcé+ bxc6 13 “3 
{6 (P.Leisebein-S.Lange, correspondence 
2004) and Black is better in either case, 
Tonk gt 8 ch Wd7 9 Re3 0-0-0 10 h3 
Lins 12.0-0.8.46 

Unfortunately, Cox's statement that 
11.-f5 12 Rada Sixfs! 13 gxf3 Me7 14 
Exd8+ Dnds 15 2c3 2ic6 “leaves Black 
all the chances” is hard to refute. But 
even the text move should be good 
enough. 
42 Zadt 


12.2\ger? 

Only this is the wrong decision. After 

12..23f6! Black is stil on top. Now the 
tables turn. 
13 es! Oda 14 Sixda exda 15 ga ig6 
16 Dixds sib8 27 Condé exd6 28 £4 5 19 
LDS 2ic6 20 Wes eB 24 Y\xc6+ bxcé 22 
B.a6 Zed8 23 Zxd6 1-0 


D2: 4...exd4 

Whenever Black is suspicious of tak- 
ing his queen into the middle of the 
board, 4..exd4 is the most common 
move; after all, a pawn is a pawn. This 
course of action, however, opens up 
new possibilities. For one thing, the e- 
file is now open, which means that 
quick castling may be rewarded in one 
way or another. And now that Af-c4 is 
possible, Black must always watch out 
for any possible play against £7. To ilus- 
trate my point, | would like to direct 
your attention to the magnificent game, 
RPape-ERasmussen, correspondence 
1992... 
sons 

Besides the text move, White has 
two serious alternatives: 

a) 5 kca 


a1) 5.26 allows White to play 6 
3, transposing to the main line. in- 
stead, 6 Wh5?! was good enough in 
Es.Diemer-B.Terzi, 1954: 6hb4+ 7 c3 
We7 8 De2 dxc3?! 9 bxc3 Zid4? 10 0.0 
Qxe2+ 12 Wre2 Sas 12 a3) and wins; 
but 6..e7! spoils all the fun, The posi- 
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tion after 7 22 is identical to one from 
the Sneiders Attack ~ but with the cru- 
ial difference that here it is Black's 
move, which means that 7..96 8 Wf3 
es is simply winning for him, 

322) 5, .dub44 led to a shocking end in 
E1Diemer-£.Bachl, Ludwigshafen 1953: 
6 c3 dxc3 7 Sext7+ Sxf7 8 Wxd8 cxb2+ 9 
ske2! Sagas (one might think that the 
immediate 9..bxaiW is better, as after 
10 gS) sigé 12 WeBs shé the bishop 
on c1 is not yet protected; but White 
wins here too: 12 @f7+ sehs 13 hall 
Wra2y 14 BA g5 15 Dxgs+ Hh 16 
De6+ 2d? 17 Axda+ Wed2 18 Wer 
igé 29 Wg71 ifs 20 WI7+ sted 24 
25+ and a knight fork wins the queen) 
30 23 bxaili? (Black had to try 
10.247 11 Degs+ skg6 12 Wiad G66, 
though 13 iba! is still good for White) 
11 Begss ig6 22 Webs whe 13 Hess 
95 14 2xg5 mate. 

33) 5..Be71 shows the drawback to 
White's move order as he has nothing 
better than 6 We2. After 6.2\c6 (or 
6..ikf5 7 £32! Deb 8 595 16.9 Sf4 0-0-0 
30 0-0-0 Ses with a clear advantage, 
RVan Doom-M.Beulen, Dutch Team Ch. 
1994) 7 295 16 8 Ad2 Sts 9 kd3 
(P.Cody-NujJensen, correspondence 
1988) and then just 9..0-0-0, White has 
Tittle to show for the pawn. 

b) 5 dtbs+ aims to provoke 5..<6, 50 
that the black knight can no longer goto 
that square, while at the same time 
weakening d6 slightly. After 6 c4 (in 
stead, 6 We2 can be countered by 
6..SRb4+1 7 €3.cxbS 8 cxb4 De7 9 WxbS+ 
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Bbc 10 kd? 0-0 21 3 F512 g3.a6 
13 We2 d3 14 Wei 9415 0-0 Ada and 
White was completely crushed in 
TSawyer“tggsalad" [one of many 
Crafty versions}, Intemet Chess Chub 
2001), Black has tried: 


‘b1) 6...We7 7 We2 shows the point of 
inserting the check, since 7.26 (as in 
line ‘a3’ above) is now impossible, while 
7oudif52? loses to 8 Dd6+. Black has tried 
7.ndt26, but then 8 2x26 (8 2g5!? is also 
possible) 8.Wxe6 9 O:f3 gives White 
good play; €g. 9..d3!? (not 9..f5?? 20 
Fd6+! key 11 Axts+, or 9 Aifé? 10 
2yfq5 We7 11 Dd6+ Sd7 12 Ddxf7, or if 
9..db4+ 10 ¢3 dxc3 11 bxc3 Me7 12 
@d4 with a strong initiative) 10 oxd3 
kbs 12 Adz dxd2+ (ERodrigues- 
‘TMeynard, French Team Ch. 2003) and 
mow 12 Wxd2 was best; note that 
12.0f5? fails to 13 Del Wes 14 xfs! 

ba) 6..2f6 7 Qgs stbar 8 c3 We742 
(the immediate 8..dxc3 is better, when 
9 daxf7+ see7 10 Wer sof 11 fa he 12 
Deb+ Axe 13 Lxe6 is unclear) 9 tft 
dxc} 10 xf SfB 1a bred Bas 
(21,..6e3?? loses to 12 staat Wxa3 13 
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‘Was and mates) 12 Wb3 and White 
was significantly better in D.Smidt- 
‘T.Sawyer, correspondence 1996. 

3) 6.27 7 Wer fs (Black has to 
think of some other way to develop his 
kingside, as 7.067! 8 Axf6+ gxt6 9 21f3 
is rather suspect; after 9..dig4 20 0-0 
27 21 et Des? 12 Zixes, a quick end 
was reached in TMcGrew-Kahn, Kala- 
mazoo 2002, as 12..kxe2 13 xf7+ bf8 
14 Rhé is mate) 8 Af3 bs 9 .Ab3 bat 
was given by Schiller, but White still has 
chances to create “his” play; e.g. 10 c3 
dxc3 11 0-017 We7 (11..cxb2?! shows 
suicidal tendencies. White gets an 
enormous initiative after 12 Sxb2 xed 
43 Wxeg+ We7 14 WIs!, or 12.s6f8 13 
‘Oda Ad7 14 G3 Dh6 15 gs f6 16 
Wal — analysis by McGrew) 12 bxc3 
Wea 13 Wo2! £e7 14 Ze Woa 15 Des 
and Black is toast. 

b4) Finally, 60f5 7 Wal? £96 8 
gs Sf6 9 Wb3 We7+ 10 De2 was seen 
in. GPhillips-Divie, correspondence 
1995, which continued 10..h6 11 23 
Beg (11..Wb4s 12 Ad2 Wxb3 13 Sxd3 
<5 14 2)f4 also provides enough com- 
pensation; e.g, 14..0ic6 15 ixg6 fxg6 16 
2h4 95 17 Bgé Bh7 18 Le6), but now 
White should have played 12 0-0 in or- 
der to bring the rook to the e-file, e.g. 
412.05? 13 Rea U6 14 4)g3, or if 12..b5 
13 Ad3 Ads 14 ca dxc3 15 Wxc3 Axf3 
16 gxf3 ds 17 Wd4 with an unclear 
position. 

| did not mention 5.07 50 far. 
Then 6 Wxda @xbs (6..We7 7 Bxd7+ 
‘Qxd7 is supposedly nothing for White 


ether, though after 8 £.¢3 Wha+9 Wixbs 
Axb4r 10 63 Ste7 12 00-0 Dgfé 12 
Rate+ Oxf 13 $173 0-0 14 Rhet a6 15 
fs Ads 16 whb1 c6 17 Zd2 h6 18 der 
256 19 k.g3 BfeB 20 e7 he managed 
te catch Black out in Holwell ATejler, 
currespondence 1986) 7 Wes+ We7 8 
Wrbs+ ic6 9 We2 Hd4 10 Wd3 0-0-0 11 
fez Qxe2 12 Wxe2 He8 13 Dc3 was 
played in EJ.Dierner-GStudier, Rastatt 
2950, and now 13..Wxe2+ 14 ixe2 f6 
would have provided Black with at least 
incontestable equality. 

This leaves 6 We2, and after 6..We7 
(he? 7 D3 Dc6 8 kfa 206? 90-0-0 
®8S 10 Zixd4 was just winning for 
white in T.McGrew-"giul’, internet 
hess Club 1998) 7 3 26 8 0-00.00 
® Het h6 we reach a position from 
EDemuydtRBerghin, correspondence 
996 Here White played 10 &d2 and 
=sentually won, but 10..£5!2 would have 
‘= Slack of all his problems. Therefore | 
sagest 10 Wftl? when Black still has 
same work to do before he can properly 
Swish his development. 
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Other moves: 

a) Trying to hold on to the pawn with 
5..c5?! is dangerous. After 6 c4 White 
hhas already developed three pieces, and 
the threats of 7 Des, 7 Degs or 7 0-0 
followed by a quick occupation of the e- 
file are quite overwhelming. One exam- 
ple of a quick execution was D.Gedult- 
Boquay, Paris 1972, which ended 6...te7 
7 Ges Re6 8 Axe6 fxe6 9 Whs+ g6 10 
2xg6 hugs 11 Wxhs 18 12 2h6+ S7 
13 8g7+1-0, 

b) 5..We7 again seems to be a sensi- 
ble move, but attentive readers will 
have no problems identifying the most 
promising continuation for White, 
which we have already seen in our cov- 
erage of the Rasmussen Attack: 6 2b5+! 
4247 (6..c6 is no better, as after 7 0-0 
Black cannot afford to take the piece 
anyway - should he nevertheless do so, 
White will get a powerful attack; eg. 
7.cxb5 8 Het Re6 9 fg Was 10 Dregs 
Be7 11 Bxes! h6 12 Oxf7l Sxf7 13 
Desell wxes 14 gat dds 15 BHse 
Heb 16 Rea Aife 17 Wh3+ eds 18 Wis 
96 19 c4+ bxca 20 Pxg6+ dc6 21 Dxe7+ 
‘Wxe7 22 Mxe7 and Black resigned in 
Pileisebein-LMilde, correspondence 
2001) 7 0-0! &xbs 8 ei Wd8 (8...0d7 9 
Begs 2e6 10 Aixd4 Wd7 11 DNdxeb fres 
32 @hs+ 96 13 WA is also quite un- 
pleasant) 9 2eg5 Wf6 10 Wxda+ ske8 (or 
10..\Gxda 11 Dxf7+ ed7 12 nda and 
13 2ixh8) 11 Was eds 12 Des hes 13 
Dgxf7+ Sxf7 14 igs and Black re- 
signed in P.Leisebein-HErbe, correspon- 
dence 1999. 
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©) Sudtb4+! spoils the party a bit 
There is still enough playing room after 
603 (6. Rd2 Rxd2+ 7 Wxd2 Die 8 xfer 
Wxfé 9 Wad, as in ZAllford-A Coffield, 
correspondence 1999, doesn't yield any 
advantage for White) 6..dxc3 7 #ixd81 
sexi 8 bxc3 Aifé (8.57! 9 exbs Sxeq 
10 gs Sg6 21 Rb2 26 12 0-0-0+ 
\bd7 13 Les BB 14 Sher was quite 
nice for White in N.Bacon-RSoupizon, 
French League 2007) 9 295 &e7 10 
®)xf6 gxfé 11 0-0-0+, but | don’t think 
that White is really better here. 
64 

6 tbs is possible here too: eg. 
6.05 (after 6.0472! 7 0-0 Black has 
development problems wiile White will 
be able to get his pawn back at will) 7 
Sixc6+ bxc6 8 2g3, and now the only 
way to keep the pawn is 8..We7+9 Der 
5, but after 1000.00.00 (Black needs to 
get off the e-file in view of Zet) 11 Zea 
Was 12 4} dxc3 13 Wag White defi- 
niitely has compensation for the sacri- 
ficed pawn(s). 
685.7 0-01 


than Sawyer's 7ab4+) 8 sefa (8 We2 
Wxe2+ 9 dxe2 Dh6 10 Ber Be7 was 
clearly better for Black in P.Grott-W.Pohl, 
correspondence 1989) 8..2ih6, White 
cannot take da because of 9 @xd4 4\xd4. 
20 #xd4 BadB 11 Rds 6 12 c4 cxds 13, 
coxds Wes 14 Wes+ he7 and wins (D.Geb- 
hardt-D.Coyne, correspondence 1999), 
But how else is he going to develop? Or 
regain his pawn for that matter? 
Tonnes 

Relatively better was 7..Wid7 8 @eg5 
Dh6 9 Heit she7 20 Abs 0-021 LAxcé 
bxc6 12 xd when White has “only” a 
slight advantage. Instead, Pape-Ras- 
mmussen continued: 
8 Ber 5.9 \g5 2b4 10 c3! dxc3 11 W3 
a 

My old Crafty 49.13 shows 12..cxb2 
‘as winning for Black, but after 12 2f7+ 
she7 43 Sxb2 Axei 14 Bxet Black is 
actually in trouble. The best defence 
seems to be 14..d4 15 xda Wxd4 16 
xg Ef8 17 Bdi Wixday 18 xd2 
‘Bhxg8 19 Wb3, but the endgame is cer- 
tainly no picnic. 
32.274 e743 2h5 


After 7 Degs We7+! (even stronger 
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It seems that Black is already lost; | 
could not find any significant improve- 
ments on the game continuation. 
33..Wd7 24 Dxed fred 

148x627? allows 15 Wf7+ tds 26 
‘Wr8+ Wes 17 Wxe8 mate. 

15 Dixeds bd8 16 Aga! Wd6 17 2f4 HB 
418 a3 216 19 axba! Zixes 20 Wds+ Dd6 
21 We6 Web 22 Ags+ De7 23 Bet HideB 
24 Wd5¢ ¢id6 25 Wes! Ades 26 Wixg7 
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With 4..“e6 Black pays tribute to the 
possibilities outlined in Da and D2. in- 
stead of taking another pawn (and 
thereby enabling his opponent to 
Jaunch an attack), Black simply develops 
‘a piece, hoping that this further attack 
‘on dé will prompt White to respond 
with either 5 ds or 5 dxes, moves that 
would certainly play into Black's hands. 
Fortunately, White has other plans 
available, which | would like to show 
you. 

5 Of3 
Alternatives are not as promising: 
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a) The main problem with 5 2.c4?! is 
nol 5-#xd4 6 Wer 215 7 Ags Dho 8 
©4143 when White has certain compen- 
sation, but rather 5...2.f5 immediately. 
Then 6 2:g3 (the normal tesponse to 
-2f5) can be met by 6.2xd4, and 6 
igs AN6 also covers everything, 

b) 5 571 is equally dubious, as after 
5,.\b4! White cannot maintain his ad- 
vanced d-pawn: 


bt) 6 ca? fails to 6._.2f5 as the knight 
cannot move, and protecting it with 7 
£d3 nuns into 72\xd3+ 8 Wxd3 Wha. 
White doesn't lose a piece after 9 @id6+ 
Axd6 10 x5, but 10.,¥xc4 is hardly 
any better. 

2) 6 ca is no better, as 6.845 
again gives White problems with his ¢- 
pawn, while after 7 We2 2if6 8 Cixfo+ 
Waf6 9 Ab5+ 06 10 dxc6 0.0.0 Black has 
avery dangerous attack. 

3) 6 Jibs+ is best met by 6..c6l; for 
example, 7 dxcé Wxda+ 8 sexda #ixe6 9 
2yf3 8d7 10 803 0-0-0 11 Degs seB+ 
42 ei Zige7 13 Skea Ads was G.Miller 
K.Nick!, correspondence 1985, and naw 
even after 14 di Dixe3 15 fxe3 Le7 16 
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Dxf7 Mxda+ 17 hxda Df 18 D7xes5 (or 
18 D795 xg5 19 Dxgs Bf2) 18..2ixes 
439 @\xes Ef Black has a clearly better 
position, 

‘b4) Should White decide ta remove 
his knight from the b1-h7 diagonal with 
6 43, Black is best advised not to play 
~ff5, but to prefer 6..c6 instead, as af- 
ter the exemplary 7 ica Afs 8 Ab3 
exds 9 We2 (or 9 Sixds xc? 10 &xc2 
®xca+ 11 Wxc2 Wxds 12 Df; Aba+ 13 
Rd2 Rxd2+ 14 Wed2 Wxd2+ 15 Dxd2 
87 and Black is a pawn up in a simpli- 
fied position) 9..td6 10 @ixds xc? 12 
Rxe2 Gxd5 12 stags of 13 23 Tigh 
14 @h3 Ab4+ 15 Sf hs Black was 
Clearly better in ESneiders-HAugustin, 
correspondence 1986, 

¢) 5dxes kind of pulls the emergency 
brake. After 5.Whdi+ 6 &xd1 Tes 7 
ihf4 168 Ler 2f5 9 2g3 0-0-0110 ter 
d7 11 263 Aco 12 2e3 Age7 13 Bada 
Be6 14 Rxd’+ exds 15 Dae Oxdg 16 
‘axd4 2c6 17 £e3 Rds 18 f3 Bd6 19 
skd2 g6 20 c3 £5 21 Sift HeB 22 295+ 
‘cB 233 2ies 24 Rds Df 25 Be3 aba 
draw was agreed in N.Grant-.85hm, 
correspondence 1986. 

d) White may also try 5 42bs, when 
5..exd4 6 £)f3 would transpose to 6 &b5, 
in the notes to line D2 above. This leaves 
Suda when, analogous to line D1, 
White should probably play 6 We2 with 
some compensation. The only practical 
example was G.Schwertel-|,Clauser, cor- 
respondence 1992, which continued 
6..f521 7 Qg3 Ad6 8 Df3 Wds 9 Aca 
Wa5+ 10 c3 2d7 11 0:0 e4 22 95 Hh6 
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33 Whs+ sds 14 Debs and Black re- 
signed. 
5.Ainds 

Instead, 5..exd4 returns to line D2; 
whereas 5_if5 can be met by 6 4\g3 
4kgd and then 7.45 Dba 8 ca, since the 
bishop has left the c1-h7 diagonal, 
sar 

A speculative continuation, Other- 
wise 6 Gives WAS 7 Se3 xed 8 Wrda 
Wadd 9 Sixde 16 is fairly equal, or if 
6.15 7 Bed! xed 8 Rxf74 e7 9 
0-0 with a dangerous attack for the 
piece. 
6. h3+ 7 Wits 


7246 
7..45\ is the critical move, when 
White's best option seems to be the 
endgame after 8 Sig5 f5 9 Zd1 Wxe4s 
10 Waxed fred 11 BdB+ O17 12 Bca+ 
gs 13 Exf8 txgs 1¢ Rxg8 Bxgs 15 
Sixg8 2f5 16 £3. Black may be a pawn 
up for the moment, but the doubled 
isolated e-pawns are rather weak 
8 Sc4 £0790-00-0 10 da Wes 11 Le3 
11 Dxfé+ Sxfé 12 de3 looks better; 
eg. 12..<613 Sc5 Re7 14.06 Lxd6 15 


xd6 with strong pressure along the d- 
file, 
12.2Ke4 

With 11..Wc6! 12 Dxfé+ Wxf6 fol- 
lowed by ..c7-c6 Black could have ob- 
tained a better position, although the 
continuation chosen is also perfectly 


okay, 
22 Wxes Ad6 13 Ads Gh8 14 Axd7 f5 
15 Wds xb7 16 Wrxb7 14 17 bet eq 18 


This was the game J.Korcian-KNickl, 
Poysdorf 1994, in which the rather easy- 
to-see 18..e3! would have given Black 2 
decisive advantage - whereas now 
White manages to escape: 

28..Wh5?1 19 Wds Wxds 20 xds Zads 
24 Gd2 e3 22 Bet c6 23 Dd3 cs 24 
Bada xd3 25 Died3 gs 26 bg b6 27 c4 
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exf2+ 28 Axf2 Axf2e 29 iexf2 Eb 30 
a3 Yeh 


Summary 

The question whether to use the Lem- 
berger Counter-Gambit as an antidote 
lo the Blackmar-Diemer is psychologi- 
cally interesting, Since 4 dxeS is a rather 
direct way to a very level position with 
few winning chances for either side, 
Black should only employ 3..e5 if he is 
either happy with a draw, or else thinks 
that White will take risks in order to 
create winning chances. 

Should the latter be the case, the 
Sneiders Attack with 4 Wh5?! is the 
worst of all White's options: following 
4..2:c6! Black should reach a better end- 
game, providing he plays precisely. The 
Rasmussen Attack, 4 \ge2!?, is certainly 
interesting and currently the most 
popular, but the positions after 4.2.6 
are not that easy to play. 

My recommendation for the White 
player would be the Lange Gambit with 
4 2xe4!?, Long thought to be refuted, it 
has been revived with interesting new 
‘ideas such as 4..Wxda 5 We2I?, which 
enables White to develop a promising 
initiative 
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ChapterTwo  _ - 
Minor Third 


Moves for Black 


1d4d5 2.04 dxea 33 


Having dealt with the tremendously 
important Lemberger Counter-Gambit 
in the previous chapter, it is now time 
for slighter fare. In this one ! will exam- 
‘ine some very minor black alternatives 
to the main line(s) with 3.6. Statis- 
tics from various databases, as well as 
‘my own personal experience, show that 
players employing the Blackmar-Diemer 
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Gambit will face the lines covered in this 
chapter only rarely, which is why in 
many chess books such Vines are usually 
put right at the very beginning (or the 
very end). However, the further course 
of this chapter will show that having 
examined the Lemberger Counter- 
Gambit first makes sense from a didac- 
ttc point of view. As a consequence, we 
now have a better understanding of the 
effectiveness of a possible black 
counter-thrust with ..c7-€5, Indeed, this 
concept is applicable not only immedi- 
ately, as in the Lemberger, but in many 
‘other lines, which means that the indi: 
vidual variations examined in this chap- 
ter can be divided into two groups: 


The special cases of 
3..€6 and 3...e6 
While writing this book, 1 gauged 


whether or not to include a detailed 
coverage on 3..c6 and 3..e6. Given its 
already large breadth, | ultimately de- 
cided not to, as | find it less likely that a 
Caro-Kann or a French Rubinstein player 
would choose to transpose to his be- 
Joved opening on move 3 instead of 
‘move 2, only $o.as to avoid the Exchange 
‘and Advance Variations, 

‘And what fs more, 3..c6 has little 
impact on a Blackmar-Diemer Gam- 
biteer anyway. White can just play 4 £3, 
when the game will transpose either to 
the O'Kelly Defence (should Black de- 
cline the pawn) or the Ziegler Defence 
(should Black accept it) from later chap- 
ters; the only other idea that could spell 
trouble, namely 4.25, is not as strong as 
before, as after 5 dxes Wxdi+ 6 Sixda. 
the c6-square is blocked. 

The only “problem” is 3..e6, after 
which there is no real way to steer the 
game into true BlackmarDiemer wa- 
ters, In that case, | would recommend 
the reader to go for a positional advan- 
tage by playing the simple 4 Aixe4 (for 
which | would tecommend reading How 
to Beat the French Defence by Andreas 
‘Tzermiadianos). 


£2-£3 or not f2-f3? 

That is the question! 

As one would expect trom a position 
after White's third move, there is a mul- 
titude of (more or less sensible) moves 
that have to be examined. Three Tines 
are of greater importance to me, which 
is why they will get considerable atten- 
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tion. That said, even if the other moves 
are less dangerous and (therefore) less 
\ikely to occur, it is important to study 
them more closely in order to get a feel- 
ing for the resources of the ensuing po- 
sitions, As noted above, having studied 
the Lemberger Counter-Gambit already 
will help in understanding the appro- 
priate treatment in each case, 


a) 3.~e3?1 is very rare, and with good. 
Teason; | wouldn't know why Black 
would want to return the pawn in such 
fashion, as the White player doesn't 
have to make any concessions at all, 
After 4 fxe3 (of course, 4 &xe3 is possi 
ble, too) White is only one move away 
from building the perfect centre with 5 
e4, Black can only prevent that with an 
immediate counter-strike, but after 
4e5 5 Dif3 exda 6 exda Ovf6 we reach a 
position that can be compared to a rare 
line of the King’s Gambit: 1 e4 e5 2 4 
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ex. 3 O63 d54 exds Wxds 5 c3 Waa 6 
d4 f6. See the difference? Here, there 
is no black pawn on f4. This allows 
White to develop more freely, and after 
7 ch Re7 8 0-0 0-0 9 h3! White has 
reached a comfortable position already, 
while Black is left to wonder how to de- 
velop his queenside properly 

4.5, on the other hand, has not 
‘been played yet, at least to my knowl. 
edge Then | suggest snatching the 
pawn with 5 dxcs. Granted, after 
5..Wxd+ 6 @xd1 White's pawn struc- 
ture fs a bit deformed, but a pawn is a 
pawn after all, and Black will very have a 
hard time getting it back. And for those 
who prefer structure over pawns there 
is also 5 d5. if Black reacts with 5.26, 
then 6 4 brings up a favourable version 
of the Weinsbach Defence (see Chapter 
3, line B, note 'b’ to Black’s 5th move) 
with the added bonus that Black's 
knight is til on g8 

b) 3.05 4 d5 is a reversed Albin’s 
Counter-Gambit (1 d4 d5 2.4 e5 3. dxe5. 
44) with the very useful extra move 
®b1-3. After 4.2f6 White may con- 
tinue in Albin style by developing his 
dark-squared bishop (to €3, f4 or g5) ot 
else play 5 f3 which transposes to a 
Brombacher Counter-Gambit (see Chap- 
ter 3, line D, note to White's Sth move). 

| should also mention that 4.e6? is 
even worse than in the original Albin's. 
After 5 dbS+ Rd7 6 dxe6 feb 
(6.0xbS? loses to 7 exf7+ te7 8 
fxg8Ne+!) the black pawn structure is a 
complete mess; and as the bishop on b5 
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is protected, White can regain the pawn 
immediately with 7 Wh5+g6 8 Wes. 

) 3247 is another mysterious 
move; 


the idea of which is seen after 4 
2xes dc6. This can be compared to a 
line of the French Defence: 1 e4 e6 2 dq 
5 3 Zc3 (or 3 Adz) 3..dxed 4 Dxeg 
247, known as the Fort Knox. There, 
White has a move before the bishop 
comes to c6 and can thus prepare for it 
With 5 cf 06 6 c3 or, more usually, 5 
2f3 Ac6 6 £43. The current version 
favours Black as the knight is already 
attacked and 5 £43 would just drop the 
d4-pawn. 5 25 has no venom either as 
Black can simply play ..n7-h6 (with 2f3 
and ..27-e6 included this would lose to 
®)xf7!). Therefore the knight has to re- 
treat, but after 5 £c3 (5 93 is similarly 
handled) 5...e6 6 D3 Dd7, followed by 
-a7-a6, ..0f6 and ..£e7 (in the appro- 
priate order), Black should equalize eas- 
iy. 

4 £3 is much more in the spirit of the 
Blackmar-Diemer. Then 4..e5?1 would 
bbe the typical counter-strike, but in con- 


‘past to the Lemberger Counter-Gambit 
from the previous chapter the defile is 
dosed, allowing White to play 5 dxes 
which is more than okay. This leaves 
exf3, but after 5 Zixfa the bishop 
jooks rather silly on d7. For instance, 
5-226 transposes to the Gambit Ac 
cepted, with ...&d7 being a very minor 
Sth move (see Chapter 7). 

4) 3..g6 {is another story. Here White 
should take the e4:pawm, as 4 £32! G7! 
‘= quite annoying: 5 d5 exf3 6 xf3 cb 
shows that the d-pawn has advanced 
prematurely, Obviously White doesn't 
want to trade queens at this time, so the 
oly way to continue is 7 24. However, 
ater 7_.2f6 things are not any better, 
since if now 8 0-0 there follows 8.b5 9 
‘£b3 bé and the d-pawm is lost anyway. 
‘Tes would leave 5 te3, but then 5..exf3 
& Zaxf3 Oif6 transposes toa Bogoljubow 
Defence (5.96) from Chapter 9, in 
stich the bishop doesn't belong to 23. 

So 4 @ixed is the correct move. This 
position sometimes arises via the 
\Weresov Opening, 1 d4.d5 2413, when 
lack tries 2..96. Strangely, it could also 
secur ina sideline of the Scandinavian 
Defence, 1 4 d5 2 exd5 Wxds 3 M3 
28 4 da g6, if White then played 5 
Se4!?. Basically it’s similar to a variation 
of the Caro-Kann Defence with an early 
-37-96, except that Black rarely takes on 
24 s0 readily there — and with good rea- 
son: the white knight is excellently 
pested on e4, Not only does it prevent 
£745 {a standard move when it comes 
‘© initiating counterplay), it is also sur- 
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prisingly difficult for Black to develop 
properly. 

Here are a few examples of how, at- 
ter 4...97 5 €3 (another benefit of hav- 
ing moved the c3-knight), play might 


1) 5.296 6 Dixib+ Bxf6 7 04 0.08 
42h6 Ze8 9 55f3 is annoying for Black, 
Pelikian-D.Hadas, Sao Paolo 2000, 

d2) 5.27 prepares ..2)f6, but then 
White has 6 tca, and if 6..gf6?? 7 
x74] Sxf7 8 2g5+ wins either queen 
or king. instead, 6..2:b6 7 £b3 a5 8 Af3 
would transpose to Buyakin- 
(MBotvinnik, USSR 1968, in which 8.04 
9 4ic2 2)f6 was met by 10 2ixf6+ Aaxfé 
24 &h6 with a slight advantage, 

43) 5..fs drives the knight away but 
also weakens Black’s- position. 
EJDiemerW.Buis, —_ correspondence 
1955, continued 6 495 h6 7 4)sh3 ste6 
8 Of4 SLI7 9 WHS c6 10 Wigs Wa6 11 a3 
6 12 ct 5 13 FieG! Bf6 (not 
13..dxe6? 14 Wxg6+) 14 3 when 
White had the better game. 

d4) 5.5 seems natural, but then 6 
2g3 “threatens” to win the bishop pair. 


53 


The Blackmar-Diemer Gambit 


Following 6...8e6 7 D3 h6 8 e2 AFG 9 
0-0 00 10 fe5 Abd? 12 f4 White 
eached a nice position in J.Nolte-.De 
Mondragon, correspondence 1968, and 
after 12..¢5 12 f5 gxfs 13 Sixts xfs 14 
Eafs onda 15 Wadd Snes 16 Wxes, 
‘Wh6+ 17 We3 Wxe3+ 18 2xe3 and 
White had the bishop pair after all, as 
‘well as the superior pawn structure. 

e} 3..b6 is not even mentioned by 
Sawyer ~ surprisingly, bécause it is not 
entirely without merit: 


e1) 4 £3 fs the move to be played, 
should White want to steer the game 
into waters of a regular Blackmar- 
Dierner. Then 4.exf3 5 2xf3 transposes 
to the Ritter Defence covered in Chapter 
7, While after 4,..ib7 5 frea Df6 6 kas 
€6 (6..Wxd4?? loses to 7 2bs+) 7 3 
the white centre is quite firm. But 
4.051? seems to be even stronger than 
in the previous chapter, as with a pawn 
on f3 numerous variations are ruled out 
already. Relatively best seems 5 Re3 
exd4 6 Wxda Wxdq 7 Sxd4 exf3 (or 
7.6 8 0-0-0) 8 Ab5 Dab 9 Axf3 D6 
10 0-0-0 te7 11 Shea Re7 22 Kher 
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when Black has certain development 
problems, 

e2) The quiet 4 Qixea is probably 
more promising. After 4...2b7 5 bse! 
(better than the immediate 5 2d3, as 
after 5..f51? | don't think that White has 
more than a draw, #g. 6 ®g5 &xg2 7 
xfs dixha 8 Whs+ g6 9 2xg6+ xgé 10 
Wxg6+ Ed7 11 Web+ de® 12 Wyse 
leads to a direct draw, while 8 226 Wd6 
9 fq Wbat 10.c3 Wxb2 11 nc7+ bas 
42 QxaB Da6 is quite unclear) 5.27 6 
WF3 Wc8 (meeting the white threat to 
secure the bishop pair; if instead 6,.2b8 
White should continue with 7 We2, to 
iscourage Black from playing ..a7-a6 of 
2g8-16) 7 Dh3 White is to be pre- 
ferred; ag. 7.2gf6 8 Oxfé+ gxfo 
(8..exf6?1 9 We2+ dte7 10 0-0 leaves 
Black in a mast uncomfortable situation 
along the e-file) 9 dic6 with a clear ad- 
vantage. 


As 32.26 — 


Before going on, | can already hear 
the indignant growls from those who 


Sink to have discovered an inconsis- 
sency. As Black could have transposed to 
the Nimzowitsch Defence on move 2, 
shy cover it now? The main reason lies 
= my personal past. Previously | had 
sentten a book (partly) on the Nimzo 
setsch Defence, in which | dismissed the 
Se im question for Black (normally aris- 
og after 1 €4 M6 2 d4 d5 3 Aic3 dxea), 
sven though | did not care to explain 
wey | would like to catch up on that 
row, particulatly as | think this line is, 
sder-represented in current literature. 
as 

White gains space and time by at- 
‘sacking the black knight. There are now 
taro moves to examine: 


This {5 considered to be the main 
fre although | don't think Black should 
Sere to play it against a well-prepared 
seponent. 
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5.2f4 Cig6 6 2g3 

Now Black has to react to the threat 
of 7 2\bS. For example, 6..e57 would run 
into 7 dxe6 xe6 8 Abs when the loss 
of a pawn cannot be prevented. after 
which Black has no material compensa- 
tion for a worse position. Therefore, he 
hhas to choose between keeping the 
white knight out of bs or blocking the 
hha-b8 diagonal with ..f5-fa. 
6.36 

6..f5 has little independent value, as 
7 G3 a6 8 Sica just transposes to the 
text. Other 7th moves are if anything 


a) 7..2521 8 dxe6 is still bad for Black: 

a2) 8..c6 led to a spectacular game 
in MApicella-V.Vaisman, Angers 1990: 9 
Wxd8+ wxds 20°O95 Dh6 11 0-0-0+ 
eB 12 Gea! f4 13 Dexedl? be7 14 
Shes fxg3 15 hxg3 Axgs+16 Oxgs we7 
17 {4 bS 18 Jed3 48 19 Sea Mb8 20 
Bxc6 &b7 21 Sxbs ding? 22 Aha when 
White was more than compensated for 
the piece. 

a2) 8....xe6 9 “ibs! is comparable to 
6..e5. After 9...8d6 (9.b4+ 10 €3 has 
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11 Wad is no better) 10 Axd6! (20 
Dxd6+ cxd6 11 Sixd6 Bas+ 12 3.0-0-0 
gives Black some counterplay) 10..cxd6 
11 Wxd6 Wxd6 12 Sxd6+ #e7 13 Dxb7 
cB (13.068 doesn’t work because of 
14 De5 Bxb2 15 Zixe6 Sxe6 16 Beat 
followed by 17 42b3, trapping the rook) 
14 0-0-0 46 (or 14..xa2 15 2d6 Res 
26 ba eS 17 Dc8+ f6 18 2xa7) 15 
shot Bc7 16 Aas White 4s a clear pawn 
up (analysis by Keithack). 

a3) Finally, we have 8..18ixdi+. 
P.HNielsen.J.Furloff, Copenhagen 1993, 
continued 9 Zxda Aba 10 Rea e712 
0-0 kxc3 12 bxe3 Bxe6 13 Sxe6 dxes 
14 f3! (the black king és still caught in 
the centre) 14..n6 25 fxeq fea 16 Sf2 
fe 17 Sxea Oxea 18 Zfer Rad’ 19 
Bxed+ <5 20 Bded, when the poorly 
placed knight on g6 provided White 
with an endgame advantage. 

'b) 7..c621 is also dubious. While it 
makes sense for Black to eliminate the 
s-pawn, unfortunately with 8 cq 
White can arrange for the circum- 
stances to be in his favour. For example, 
8.286 (if 8..b5? 9 &b3 bé? 20 dxcé! 
bbxc3 12 27+ wins the black queen, and 
Sntb7 10 gs e5 22 dxc6 was only 
relatively better in RVan Gool-EHabers, 
Venilo 1989) 9 dxc6 Wxdt+ 10 xd bucé 
111 4395 forces Black to return the pawn 
with 11.e6. The game 1Furloff- 
‘Axarpatchey, Berlin 1997, continued 12 
Bxe6 Sibg 13 db Sixd6 14 Bxdé h6 15 
Af7+ te7 16 dkxg6 hxgs 17 Zxc6 Zh 
18 Bc7 ad? (or 18.28 19 f7) 19 
Saxfs. Now Black played 19..¢d8 and 
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lost in a few more moves, but even after 
19.2206 20 Bxd7+ Zixd7 21 Anes es 
22 4g3 White has three pawns for the 
‘exchange and therefore a winning posi- 
tion. 


745 

Protecting e4 with a pawn (and 
threatening &.f4 at the same time) is 
Black's only hope for a successful resis- 
tance. 7..2f6 is too passive, as White 
replies 8 We2 and then: 

a) 8..d8g4 allows 9 £3 exf3 10 Dxf3, 
when it is difficult to suggest how Black 
should continue, 1Peters-TTaylor, Los 
Angeles 2004, saw 10..23h5 11 0-0-0 
2xg3 12 hugs We8 (12..18d7 13 Dea bs 
24 £b3 0-0-0 15 Be3 Axf3 16 Bar], as 
in SSwoboda-RRennert, correspon 
dence 2004, was hardly any better) 13 
BZhei Wfs 14 bi Ed, but after 15 
2bs! axbs 16 Sixbs+ Rd7 17 Wea f6 18 
Wxc7 OF7 19 ixd7 Wxd7 20 Wes bs 21 
'Wb3 White soon converted his material 
advantage into a win, 

b) 8.5 9 0-0-0 We8 10 f3 and now: 

bi) s0..exf3 11 xf3 bs (12.0h5 


was unsuccessful in P.Becquerelle- 
Dupont. correspondence 1992; 12 
hei b5 13 23 @xg3 14 hxg3 £ga 15 
Bd4 Ad7 16 Wa f6 17 Des a5 18.23 b4 
19 a4 Wa6 20 d6 es 21 Fics Web 22 
Dxes! 1-0) 12 Axb5+! axb5 13 Dxbs 
xa2 was played in RGillet-G.De Saint 
Germain, correspondence 1982, and 
now 14 @b1 Bas 15 Dixc7+ éd7 16 Dida 
would have been close to winning for 
White. 

2) 10..e5 returns the pawn in order 
to complete development, but ulti- 
mately the positional concessions are 
too great. After 11 dxe5 ixe6 (or 
21fxe6 12 fixed g4 13 DF e724 eS 
®h5 15 Bd4 Bf5 16 Dh4) 12 Axes Re7 
13 Quxfé+ Sixfo 14 Lxe6 fxe6 15 Gh3 
0-0 16 ct Bf? 17 Ther He7 18 2fz, 
Slack was left with 2 weak e-pawn in 
P.Wason-J Sutton, correspondence 2975. 


With this move White both prevents 
fa and enables the knight to jump to 
95, in order to exploit the weak light 
squares in the black camp. 

‘Also interesting is 8 ha! 


In his book 
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4.5c6 aus allen Lagen, Harald Keithack 
gives the game Pedersen-Kroll, Denmark 
1973/74, which continued 8..b5 9 2b3 fa 
10 ha Af6 12 Wer e5 12 des bg 13 
ina Was 14 0-0 Wes 15 Ags Lb7 16 
Dada Qxha 17 2f7 Ws with the idea 18 
2\xh8 Ws, but a possible improvement 
is 11 Sceal? which goes after the black f- 
pawn in a more direct way. Then 
H.Méller-M.Tischendorf, correspondence 
3992, continued 11..e5 12 dxe6 td6 13, 
hs @\xhs 24 Was and White won, 
8.256 

Black has tried various other con- 
tinuations without success: 

a) 8..05 9 tb3 2if6 transposes to the 
note with 9..b5 below. 

b) 8..2h6 protects £7, but after 9 
‘Wns Black is almost out of moves. For 
example, 9.25 10 dye6 Waa 11 ¢b3 
ke7 12 Bai Wes 13 0-0 0-0 14 Zue4! 
Web 15 D3 £4 26 Links Bxfg 17 Lal 
Exfa 18 QA5 1-0 DBurk-SWrinn, corre- 
spondence 1989. 

Bhs denies the white queen ac- 
cess to h5 and threatens 9..h4, but in 
fact White can still play 9 2g5 and if 
g..h4, then 10 d6! as in MZavaneli- 
Handa, correspondence 2004, at which 
point Black withdrew from the tourna- 
ment. He could have played on with 
10..€6, though after 11 Sixe6 Sxe6 12 
Aixe6 cxd6 (or 12..hxg3 13 474 e714 
Skxf5 with compensation) 13 Wd5 @h6 
414 Wxb7 the situation remains difficult 
900 

Once again Black can hardly move. 
9.05 
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Instead, 9.-b5 10 2b3 2b7 22 d6t es 
12 Ag5 Wxd6 13 Of7 Weds 14 Baxda 
Rd6 15 QixhB OxhB 16 Rha Dd7 17 
Reb g6 18 g4 F419 Rfes Dc5 20 2d5 
exds 21 Bxds Of7 22 @ixes Gxea 23 
Exe4 was seen in an internet game be- 
(ween two unknown players. Black has 
pawn for the exchange, but with the 
pawns safely blocked White slowly and 
surely converted his advantage. 

Of course ..€7-e5 will be necessary at 
some point, if Black wants to develop his 
kingside at all. Here, however, it allows 
White to attack straight away. 

10 dxe6 dé 22 Zigs! f4.22 7 We7 13 
anh tga 

No better was 13.fixh8 14 hg 
Rxe6 15 dived Bxe6 16 xfs gxf6 27 
®xe4 0-0-0 28 Fixd6+ Bxd6 19 FS and 
White went on to win m SHeinz- 
M.iirschner, German League 2002. 

34 Pixg6 gxh2+ 25 sha hxgé 16 Dds! 
Wfe 17 Cuter gxfs 18 Wea Bg7 19 
Wres 


Black still can hardly move. The 
game LCako-MJans, Groningen 2002, 
concluded: 
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19..%8e7 20 Zadi Hb8 21 Hfet bs 22 
25 ba 23 2d a5 24 £4 £5 25 Wes Zb6 
26 231-0 

Black had had enough and called it a 
day. 


Improbable as it may seem, this 
move is far more critical than 4_9\es. 
Furthermore, it was not analysed by 
either Sawyer or Lane, which is even 
‘more reason to give it a thorough ex- 
amination, 

5 afar 

White has two main alternatives: 

a) 5 Axed OF6 6 Dior exi6 is 
slightly better for White; the pawn 
structure will certainly result in an end- 
game advantage, though | would imag- 
ine that this is not any gambiteer's cup 
ofttea. 

) 5 3 would be more to the point, 
except that Black can simplify the posi- 
tion with 5_e6 6 fred exd5 7 exds “\f6 8 
43 ba, The game F.Perez Perez-D.Van 
Geet, Utrecht 1962, continued 9 stb5+ 
6 10 We2+ We7 11 Wxe7+ sxe7, when 


Now if 5.06 6 dxe6 Gxdi+ White 
can play 7 Bd, and following 7xe6 
8 Bxc7 2d7 9 Dxea it is White who is a 
pawn up for a change. 

5.c6 is also met by 6 dxcé Wrda+ 7 
Eada bc6 (forced, as 7..Axc6 8 bs 
would be devastating) 8 Axe4 and 
White has a lead in development as well 
‘asthe superior pawn structure, 
ees 
After 6..dif5 7 We2 ext3 8 Dxf3 White is 
fetter The main problem for Black is 
hat he cannot play &..ixds, as after 9 
2006 10 xd cxds 11 Ws~ G7 12 
Eads he loses material, and neither 
22247 12 Wads with a double attack 
enrf5 and b7, nor 114.47 12 #ixb7 26 
$3.Abs Wd7 14 Wad work either. 

7 Rea! 

‘Avery good move. As the e3-pawn is 
doomed anyway, White discourages 
Black from playing 7..€6. 

7-96 8 Oxe3 0 g7 9 \ge2 0-010 Wdz 

This was Munoz-AJerez Perez, 
Spanish Team Ch. 1992. White adopts a 
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set-up similar to that against .g7-96 in 
the Langeheinicke Defence. As | will ex 
plain the details there (see line A in 
Chapter 4), | will simply give the rest of 
the game without comment: 


10..c6 11 0-0-0 exd5 12 Oixds Zixds 13 
nds We7 14 Ah6 a7 15 ha O46 16 
hs! e6 17 xg7 xg7 18 hugs fxgs 19 
2b3 a5 20 Wh6+ Sef7 21 Wxh7+ 1-0 


B: 3....f5 - The Zeller Defence 


‘Among all third moves besides 
3.)f6, 325 Js the one you will en- 
counter most. And why not ~ developing 
a piece to protect an extra pawn does 
seem to make sense. However, after the 
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standard 4 £3, taking the f pawn is now 
problematic due to the double attack on 
f5 and b7. Black's best option is to 
transpose to the Vienna Defence with 
4..8)f6, but there are still some who are 
blinded by a small material gain. How to 
handle those players is the theme of the 
following variations. 

493 ext3 

Apart from the text move, Black has 
a wide range of moves to choose from: 

a) 4.6116 transposes to the Vienna 
Defence from Chapter 6. 

b) 4..e3 5 Sixe3 will most likely 
transpose to ...2f5 lines of the Lange- 
heinicke Defence in Chapter 4, that is 
after a subsequent 2,6, 

¢) Neither 4..23¢6 nor 4..e6 can im- 
press: after the simple 5 fxe4 (followed 
bby $\f3) White already enjoys a signifi- 
‘cant advantage due to his strong centre. 

4) 4..e51, on the other hand, must 
certainly be considered, though in this 
particular case attacking the bishop 
with 5 fxe4 helps White: 

1) S..exd4 6 exfs dxc3 7 Wxd8+ 
‘S¥xd8 8 bxc3 results in a slightly inferior 
pawn structure for White, but with ma- 
terial being even again and the black 
king currently stranded in the centre, 
the bishop pair will be even more ap- 
preciated. 

2) 5...dtg6 6 QF3 (White should not 
take the pawn with 6 dxes?!, as after 
6..Widi+ 7 dxdt O)\e6 BA 0-0-0+ 9 
id3 hs 10 dkf4 2ige7 and ..23g6 Black 
regained it with the better position in 
JSveinsson-O.Grantz, correspondence 
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2000; while 6 d5?! can be compared to 
the early d4-ds in the Lemberger 
Counter-Gambit: again the white e- 
pawn is in trouble after 6..ib4, ¢.g. 7 
£d3 fxe4 8 Sxea &xc3+ 9 bxc3 What 
etc), and now: 


21) 6.44 can be met by 7 2ixes, 
as after 7-2xe4 White has 8 b5+ c6 9 
ool with a dear advantage, eg. 
9..cxb5? 10 Aixf7, 9.82? 10 Wace 
Radar 22 Sf2 of 9_xc3 10 bxc3 O16 
11 ce ds 12 Bxds ods 13 £23. 
Black can try 7..Wh4+ 8 g3 @xea+, but 9 
SBf2 Bexc2+ (or 9_txc3 10 bxc3 Wre2+ 
12 Wxc2 dixc2 12 cg g6 13 Zet) 10 
Weed xc 14 Lcd S96 12 Aids ids 13 
Bes fs still good for White. 

422) 6..247, on the other hand, in- 
vites 7 dxes, and if 7_2hq 8 Sd2 Sxc3 
9 &xc3 Axed then 10 e6! with a large 
plus, while 7..c6 8 £5 We7 9 Wd2 
‘Dxes 10 Zixes Wxes 11 0-0-0 is good for 
White too. 

423) 6..exca 7 Wd Sd 8 Z xd is 
not as bad for White as it looks. His e 
pawn might be isolated, but he enjoys a 
certain lead in development as Black 


needs to deal with the possible threats 
of Dds and/or Ddbs. Following 8..c6 9 
2f4 we have reached a position where 
White has the freer game, even more so 
‘as the isolated e-pawn can likely be 
traded by e4-¢5-c6. 
5 Oxf3 

White could have played 5 @xf3 as 
well, but why allow Black to choose be- 
‘tween various transpositions when the 
text move is good enough? 


a) 5.26? returns the pawn while 
leaving White with the initiative. 6 
eb7 47 7 fa dé 8 Sxd6 ods 9 
Bibs Whar 10 g3 Wess 12 Wres xed 
32 Qxd6+ 1-0 was a rather comical end 
im S.Coates-P.Milller, correspondence 
2005. 

) 5.hixc2? grabs yet another pawn, 
but the white pieces come out too 
quickly: 6 Wxb7 Dd7 7 bs Bc8, and 
now Lane suggested 8 Fixa7 b8.9 Web 
Af5 10 2b5 eB 11 295 "with an excel- 
lent game”. 

) SwihcB 6 ch OF6 7 Age? e6 8 


Minor Third Moves for Black 


495 £e7 90-00 can be compared with 
the Euwe Defence from Chapter 8 (ex: 
actly how many tempi is White up?). 
There could follow 9..c6 10 ba! Dbd7 
21.243 ds 42 Rafa 0-0 13 ha Oxc3+ 
14 Dxc3 e5 15 Dea exda 16 2d6, when 
EJDiemer-P.locherm, Lindau 1949, 
ended quite beautifully 16..2e5 17 Wea 
Qq6 28 Sxf7l Rxt7 19 Bxt7 sbxf7 20 
Seas ces 22 Rfte kf6 22 Bxf6+! gxf6 
23 thé mate, 

6 Lich e6 

6.6 also is a sensible move, as it 
develops a piece while preventing g2- 
94 White should reply with 7 digs! and 
then: 

4) 7.26 8 2x6! (the point of 7 245) 
8..gxf6 9 Dge2 c6 104ig3 Axc2-14 Wxt6 
o8 120-0 g6 13 Haei Wd8 14 Bxe6+! 
feeb 15 Wxe6+ We7 16 West Wds 17 
Heit £e7 18 Zxe7+! hxe7 19 Wes+ E18 
20 Bxo8+ Se7 21 Wess fs 22 O5 
4ioxfs 23 Wf7 mate, DZol-R.Gareis, Stre- 
lasund 1997, is one example how play 
‘might continue. 

b) 7.hxe27! 8 Ber 96 9 dxf ext 
10 We3+ Re7 11 Dds Hic6 12 Lbs Wd7? 
13 Exc6! bxc6 14 2xcé exploited the 
open cfile in D.Gedult-Schabaschoff, 
Paris 1970. s 

9) 7.-dig4 8 WE4 hE 9 Axf6 exf6 103 
eG 11 d5 Rd7 12 0-0-0 hd6 13 Wes+ 
bes 14 Of 0-0 15 Mixes eB 16 Ghf 
Exes 17 Uda Af5 18 Mdea cs 19 Ws, 
xei+ 20 Exe1 g6 21 Abs was also 
much better for White in G.Danner- 
Gamauf, Hartberg 1963. 

7 g4 Sg6 8 Oger Xb4 9 0-0 096 10 ha 
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ho 22. 2f4 Sixce 22 gs hxgs 23 hxgs. 


White has obtained a clearly better 
position, as the black knight on f6 can- 
nat move due to the pressure along the 
File, e.g, 13..2d7 14 243! with a deci- 
sive advantage, PAston-FSamaritani, 
Cattolica 1993, continued: 
13..Mid7 14 gxf6 Qe 

14..ixdas 15 e3 Bixcd 16 Bxb7 is 
worse. 

35 Abs gxf6 16 d5 0-0-0 

Here White could (and should) have 
played the simple 17 dxc6, grabbing yet 
another piece, as there is no concrete 
danger for him, ¢g. 17 Rdg8+ 18 2\g2 
‘Was 19 fs c5+ 20 Df2 and White has 
covered everything, Instead, he played: 
27 Gxc6?? bxc6 18 He3 exds 29 Ef2 
dgs+ 20 fs HS 

‘Now Black has a massive attack 
Which he duly converted into a win 
{though the rest of the moves given in 
the database hardly make any sense). 


This position is just as often reached via 


62 


the Dutch Defence (1 44 f5 2 c3 d53 
e4l? dxe4), which is why 3..f5 is com- 
monly known as the Netherlands De- 
fence. Despite its rare appearance on 
the board, and despite being quite un- 
‘orthodox (who would voluntarily 
‘weaken his kingside in such a fashion?), 
this move can be thought of as sort of 
an insider's tip, as it is not easy to re- 
fute. For example, our “standard move” 
4 £371 once again runs into a strong 
4..e5!, after which Black is already on 
top. As a direct consequence, White 
should pursue ways to prevent such 
freeing strikes, as well as to exploit the 
accrued weaknesses. 


ats 

This would be my personal recom 
mendation, although White has at least: 
cone serious alternative: 

a) 4 f32! is most often played by 
Blackmar-Diemer Gambiteers, which is 
quite understandable as it is the typical 
Blackmar-Diemer move. Unfortunately, 
it is of doubtful strength as Black once 
again has 4..e5| and then: 

1) 5 des Wada4 6 vinda (preferable 


is 6 @xd1, though Black still gained the 
advantage after 6.26 7 fa e6 8 bs 
2ige7 9 fie2 0-0-0 10 Yie3 a6 11 Rad go 
12 Bd2 &h6 13 &c3 Ed? 14 hg Khas in 
LBaquero-P.Fields, USA 1990) 6.26 7 
Qd5 dd8 8 £g5+ Zige7 9 f4 he 10 Axe7 
‘Que7 11 dxe7+ xe7 12 3 Ae6 13 Sc2 
(F744 83e2 Aes and Black was better in 
\WMilow-V. Kramnik, USSR Junior Ch, 1990. 

a2) 5 Re3 exdg can be compared to. 
223 from the previous chapter (Black 
hhas to avoid 5..f42l 6 fed! fxe3 7 Whs+ 
when White suddenly has a rather dan- 
gerous attack). The current position can 
be treated the same way, the only sig- 
nificant difference being the line 6 
Exd4 Dc6 7 Abs 207 8 fxea, when 
S_fxe4?? would lose to 9 Rxc6 S.xc6 10 
hs+. instead, | suggest 8.Wha+, and 
‘after either 9 g3 or 9 &f2 Black plays 
3.8692, intending to castle on the 
queenside and attacking White (who 
an only castle on the kingside) with a 
possible ..2ig8-f6-94 and _8fa-d6. 

D) @ shes seeks to exploit the weak 
light squares immediately. Black should 
not ignore the possibility of S.c4xo8. 


Minor Third Moves for Black 


ba) 4..e5 isan illustration of the pre- 
vious point: 5 £xg8!? (despite lacking 
any practical examples, 5 dxe5 also has 
to be considered; compared to the End- 
game Variation in Chapter 2, the inclu- 
sion of the moves 2ft-c4 and .f7-f5 
should favour White) 5..2xg8 6 Wh5+ 
96 7 Wxh7 Eig7 8 Wh8 exd4 9 Bh6 M7 
was played in. P.leisebein-MMallina, 
correspondence 1988, and now instead 
of 10 0-0-072 which lost immediately to 
10..¥8f6!, White should have tried 10 
Ab5 D6 (or 10..F.a6 14 RxtB xt 12 
Wes) 11 Gixfa Rafe 12 Wg7 Sf7 13 
‘8xg6 with an unclear position. 

2) 4..2\c6 should also be answered 
by 5 &xg8 dixgs, when 6ds Des 7 Whs+ 
96 8 Wxh7 Sg7 9 Wh4 e6 was G.Degli 
Eredi-P.leisebein, correspondence 1989. 
After 10 Wxd8+ dxds 23 dxe6 2xe6 12 
Sh6 5f7 13 SxfB RxfB 140.0.0 he? 15 
2ige2 Dads 16 Dida O94 17 Bxes dxe6 
38 Safa a7 19 h3 es 20 Her Bids 21 
Edi a draw was agreed, but White 
might improve on this. 1 suggest 10 
g5!? 6 11 0.0.0 with very promising 
play. 

3) 4.06 looks best for Black; not 
only does this close the a2-g8 diagonal, 
it also makes da-ds less attractive. It is 
not clear how White should proceed, as 
the standard 5 (3 is now effectively met 
by 5..2c6,€.g..6 ds exds 7 Wxds Wids & 
Buds 2d6 9 freq freq 10 igs 
(T.McGrew-“ChelseaCiinton”, Internet 
Chess Club 2000) 10...e5 with no com 
pensation for the pawn at all; while the 
calmer approach 5 ©h3 from T.Weber- 
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BuHanison, correspondence 1993, led to 
‘a nice position for Black after 5.6 6 
Re Das 7 Re2 £d6 8 2g5 Dts 9 Wd2 
Dc 10 0-0-00-011 d5 Db4 12 cd 5. 

©) 4 2g5, another way to prevent 
17-€5, {5 the most serious altemative 
tothe text, 


1) 4.h6? obviously doesn't work, 
‘but | would nevertheless like to include 
an illustrative example of how to play 
against it: 5 Whs+ Sd7 6 ds Df6 7 axte 
exf6 8 WxiS+ eB 9 Bg6+ dey 10 2b5 
2611 d6+! Wxd6 12 We8 mate, H Struck- 
‘Computer Turbo, USA 1991. 

2) 4,216 is often played in similar 
positions, in order to put pressure on 
the d-pawn. Here it is not recom- 
mended, though White must still be 
careful: § s8b5 (the d-pawn should oniy 
be advanced with great consideration, 
as after 5 d5 2es 6 Waa, unlike in the 
Nimzowitsch Defence, the knight can 
retreat to (7, and 6.2\f7 7 fa @f6 8 
bs Zid6 gave Black a solid position in 
D.Buckley-D.Rosen, British League 1998) 
5.0.07 (if Sa6 6 Sxcé6+ bxc6, White 
should play 7 2h3 with compensation; 
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the pinned e pawn makes it difficult for 
Black to develop, and 7...n6? ends in dis- 
aster, one cute example being & Whs+ 
96 9 Wxg6+ Hed7 10 Wrfs+ eB 12 
Wg6+ ded7 12 Owes ib7 13 Dest cB 
14 Wis+ Obs 15 Dd7+ wa7 16 Wes 
mate) 6 f3 gives While typical gambit 
play. Note that 6.1671 7 dbf4 gs fails to 8 
fxeal, as in TSawyer-“alext”, Intemet 
Chess Club 1999. 

3) 4.26 is the most common re- 
sponse. With ..e7-e5 now out of the way 
White should play 5 f3 and then: 


31) If Black accepts the pawn with 
5.ex83, White should play 6 xf3 e6 7 
ca Se7 8 Ge2 to gang up on the 
backward e-pawn, For example, 8..1Wd5 
(or if 8.26 9 000 ds, as in 
T.McGrew-"abbasi*, internet Chess Club 
1999, then 10 xds! exds 11 Bhet &f8 
32 Bxe7+ Qxe7 13 Bda! followed by 
Md3-e3, or 10..xg5+ 11 @b1 0-0 12 
Bxe6+ Axe6 13 Wxe6+ Gh8 14 Sher 
gives White a dominating position) 9 
0-0-0 6 (9..0-0 allows 10 ds!) 10 Zhe. 
‘SSf7 was the game T.McGrew-"topy", 
Internet Chess Club 2000, and here 11 


5! exd5 12 xd5! exds 13 Bxds! Aixds 
14 Sxe7 would have destroyed Black's 
defences. 

€32) 5..h6% is still dubious: after 6 
Aixf6 exf6 7 fred g6 8 exfs aixfs 9 243 
We7+ 10 ge2 Sxd3 12 Wxds 7 12 
0-0 White had a big advantage in one of 
Tim Purser’s games on the internet 
Chess Club, 

33) 5..#bd7 enables Black to recap- 
ture on £6 with the knight should White 
play digsxf6. However, the weakness of 
the light squares is not to be ignored. 
after 6 fixed fred 7 cd h6 White can 
play 8 @xe4! hugs 9 @ixgs with a dan- 
gerous attack. D.Gedult-CPaliod, Paris 
1966, continued 9..e6 (9..b6? would 
allow the neat 10 2f7+ a7 11 Ze6 
with ‘checkmate’ to the queen} 10 Sixes 
We7 11 Wer Rbs? 12 Sxc7+ edB 13 
Seb+ HeB 14.0-0-0 Db6 15 Rbs+ 7 
36 Dg5+ dg6 17 Sd3+! dexgs 18 AB+ 
F419 g3+ ga 20 Dess Sgs 21 Be3+ 
HS 22.96 mate. 

3d) 5..2\c6 can now be met by 6 d5 
{6 &bS also comes into consideration), 
= after 6.He5 7 da Of7 White 
doesn't need to retreat the bishop, but 
can play 8 Sixf6 exfs (against 8..qxf6 | 
suggest 9 0-0-01? which protects the 
queen and therefore pulls the teeth out 
of 07-25) 9 fred (Lane gives 9 Rbs+ 
Ad7 10 fea a6 12 Sxd7+ Wxd7 “with 
equality”, but why not reverse the move 
order?) 9..fxe4 10 bs+ £d7 22 xd7+ 
Wxd7 12 Axes, when White must be 
better due to the weakness of the €6- 
square. 


Minor Third Moves for Black 


4) 4.961! is the most promising re 
sponse and the one which should 
probably discourage White from playing 
this line. 


41) 5 £321 is too slow, as after 
5.ig7 there is no satisfactory way of 
dealing with the threat to the d-pawn, 
and 6 fxed (the immediate 6 d5 hét 7 
hs Was! 8 fxea Wg from VHergert- 
Pileisebein, correspondence 1988 is no 
better) 6_xd4 7 Wxd4 (7 23 Wxdi+ 8 
Exdt £xc3+ 9 bxc3 fxeg 10 Zies 25 11 
Sieg O06? 12 SF7 187 13 Ba8 mate was 
successful in one of Tim Purser’s inter- 
net games, or indeed 12 Sf741 <f8 23 
2h6 mate; but 10.847! would have 
taken the steam out of White's play) 
Tdxd4 8 DAS KDE 9 exts Axf5 10 
0-0-0 c6 11 Fixb6 axbé 12 skbi ho 13 
Ad2 ©d7 14 2f3 Def was good for 
Black in TBialas-EHeide, correspon 
dence 2000, 

642) 5 Rca Ag7 6 ds (6 Aige2 “cb! 7 
ds es 8 kbs+ c6 9 dxcé Wxdit 10 
Bxda bec6 12 ds stf7 led to a clearly 
better position for Black in JFarrand- 
D.Rumens, British Ch., Brighton 1977) 
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6.847 7 d62! was tried in G.Hertneck- 
J,Hjartarson, Munich 1988, but after 
7.016 8 Was Des 9 AbS+ Ld7 10 
Qge2 (Andrew Martin suggested 10 
¥xb717 in his book The Contemporary 
Anti-Dutch, but | don't see that this 
benefits White any more than the text, 
€g. 10.08 11 Lxd7+ xd7 12 Waa7 
Bxb2 13 Ager WB 14 Wa3 Bxc2 15 Zea 
Gxe3+ 16 @xe3 Rxct+ 17 xc1 Wes) 
10,,a6 11 Sxd7+ Wrd7-12 Dag 6 
White he had nothing. 
Returning toa fa: 


4.6 

4..26 5 f3 mostly transposes to the 
text after a subsequent ..2f6, while 
5.246 can be met simply by 6 Sxd6 
followed by 7 fred with a better post 
tion, 
5 £3.06 

Other moves have to be considered: 

a) S..exf3 6 @xfa e6 7 Wd2 £e7 8 
ed c6 90-0 @d5 10 Raed 0-0 11 Ab3 
Hab 12 AgS Kf6 13 dxf Bxf6 14 es 
Waa 15 @e2 gave White excellent com- 
pensation in MBarnes-N.Taylor, Shef- 
field 1991 
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b) After 5..96 Lane gives the game 
G.Meszaros-Kriszany, Bern 1994: 6 £e5 
Dbd7 7 Dbs “!” Dxes 8 dxes Bd7? 9 6. 
Des 10 Gxd8+ Sxd8 12 0-0-0+ and 
Black resigned. However, the calm 8..c61 
‘would have spoiled all the fun; for ex- 
ample, 9 exf6 (or 9 Wxd8+ stxd8 10 
Bdi+ Dds 12 fuea fed 12 c3 g7 13 
2ixds cxd5 14 Zxds+ c7 and Black cer- 
tainly enjoys his two bishops) 9..1Wxd1+ 
30 Bxda cxbs 11 Axbs+ 7 12 fxe7 
Kxe7 13 fred fea 14 De2 sg7, when 
White can be happy to reach a roughly 
level ending. Therefore | suggest 6 Wd2 
-£g7 7 0-0-0 0.0 8 Wet! encouraging 
Black to take on £3, after which White 
will have excellent compensation. 

) 50kc6 6 &bS Sd? (6_a6 7 Bxcé+ 
bxc6 8 fxea fred 9 ige2 ZbB was seen 
in. SRublevsky-APoluljahov, Voronezh 
1991, and after 10 b321 fs 110-0 €6 12 
eS ga 13 Dig3 Anes 14 dues sc5+ 
45 tha Wd4 White's position was 
rather terrible; 10 0-0 is better, and if 
40.Eixb2, then 11 Wet Bh4 12 Res e6 
33 Wg5 with good compensation de- 
spite being two pawns down) 7 fxea 
fea 8 Ods Dxds.9 Whs+ g6 10 Wads 
ibs. 11 2xd7+ Wxd7 was at best equal 
for White in SGaleev-AlKarpov, Har- 
kany 1994, and was nowhere near that 
after 12 xd74? stxd7 13 d2 4g7 14 
Bez KhfB 15 e3 es, Therefore, White 
should follow Lane's suggestion of 8 
\ge2!?, planning to gang up on the e4- 
pawn in due course. 

d) 5...a6!? prevents bs from line 'c! 
and plans to follow up with .2c6 tar- 


geting the d-pawn. Now White should 
not huny with 6 fxea?! fxea 7 4 as 
after 7..A)¢6! Black's pieces become very 
active; for example, 8 ge? (even worse 
58 Bes Dgal 9 Ads RFS 10 We2 Dgxes 
at dxes Oda 12 Wea? Orxc2+ 13 Be e6! 
14 daxb7 Was! and White was already 
lost fn Llysyj-M.Narciso Dublan, Euro- 
pean Ch,, Plovdiv 2008) 8... as! 9 stb3 
®xb3-10 axb3 Jkfs 11 Wd2 €6 120-00 
42b4 was good for Black in V.Malak- 
‘hatko-NFirman, German League 2008, 
Instead, White should prefer 6 t#d2! 
26 7 0-0-0 e6 and only then 8 fxeal. 
ELobron-C.Bauer, German League 1996, 
continued 8. fred 9 Zige2 £27 10 93 €5 
31 dxes Wxd2+ 12 Dxd2 €3 13 Bxe3 
Dxes 14 t4 £d6 15 2g2 0.0 16 dads 
and White was slightly better, although 
the game was later drawn. 
Gfreg fxeg 7 cg 


Toh 

in G.Meszaros-MWeteschnik, Kec- 
skemet 1994, Black tried to simplify the 
position with 7..ab4 8 200900 
Axc3 10 4ixc3 ds, but he was in for a 
rude awakening: 12 @ixd5 exds. 12 


Minor Third Moves for Black 


2xc7! Wigs 13 SxiB+ xf8 14 He? 206 
25 Bfi+ skgB 16 Wxedl, after which he 
resigned. 

7.486, on the other hand, should 
not be answered with 8 Zige2 0-0 9 0-0 
2e6 10 a3 &h8 13 Wd2 es 12 gs exda 
33 Bxf6 dxc3 14 xcs kcs+ 15 ha 
Wad? 16 DxfB+ ixf8 17 Rxd2 A518 
fa (Wicklicki-G.Lane, Brussels 1990) as 
now 18..e31 19 dtxe3 dixc2 would have 
been clearly better for Black. instead, 8 
2h3 is to be preferred, when the knight 
can also go to g5, something White im- 
mediately used in "Blankman'"- 
“Bomba’, Internet Chess Club 1999: 
8.0-0 90.0 6 10 5\g5 We7 11 Sxd6 
‘Wxd6 12 Acces We7 13 We2 Dxed 14 
Raf fiefs a5 xed with a winning 
position. 

8 2ge2 Das 

in his book The Dutch for the Attack- 
jing Player, Steffen Pedersen gives 
8. Re7 9.3 0-0 10 0-0:kh8 11 tht bE 
32 Wer Dds! 13 Rds as 14 a2 a6 
15 Bf2 2ca with a clear advantage to 
Black in ODarmevig N.Borge, Oslo 1992, 
but moves like 11 tha certainly don't 
help. Among other things, White can 
consider 12 Wet! intending 11.\xdq 
a2 Bd, eg, 12..c5 13 Aixda cxda 14 
ixe4 and the activity of the white 
pieces should compensate for the pawn. 
9 Abs+ 247 200-0 

White has reached a comfortable po- 
sition according to Lane and Dautov, an 
assessment supported by the further 
course of the game AKovacs- 
.Vercammen, correspondence 1998: 
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20.06 11 xd7+ Wxd7 12 2gs 0-0-0213 
até 

Or if instead 13 Rxf6l? qxf6 14 Oxfé 
4kg7 15 &xd8 Exd8 16 Axeq with 
equality. 
13..exf6 14 Dxeg f5 25 2if6 WS 16 
Wa2 hs 17 Wes Wbe 18 Of4 Sg7 19 
Wxe6é+ Wxe6 20 Dixe6 Oxf6 21 Exfs 
ixda+ 22 Oxdg Exdg 23 Sxas Ed2 24 
Bea Bg@ 25 g3 h4 26 503 h3 27 23 Bet 

Black's active rooks give him suffi- 
cient compensation for the pawn, al- 
though he later went wrong and lost. 
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Summary 

The beginning of this chapter is quite 
important, as it illustrates nicely when 
the move f2-f3 should be played and 
when not. 

Considering the three most impor. 
tant black alternatives (to 3..23f6), the 
transposition to the Nimzowitsch De- 
fence by 3..2c6 is the easiest to deal 
with: after 4 45 White should quickly 
arrive at a better position. The Zeller 
Defence with 3.f5 has little inde- 
pendent value; after 4 f3 Black should 
play 4,.sf6, transposing to the Vienna 
Defence in Chapter 6, as other moves 
will quickly cause trouble. 

The Netherlands Defence (3..(5), on 
the other hand, is quite dangerous for 
the unprepared White player, as the 
stereotypical 4 £37! allows the strong 
+4..e5 which should favour Black. White's 
best way to continue is 4 1f4, prevent- 
‘ng ..e7-e5. and only then looking for 
‘compensation with 2-3. 


244 d5 204 dxeg 3 c3 6 413 


Before we enter the thicket of sys- 
‘tems arising from the gambit accepted 
with 4..exf3, we need to examine the 
mumerous ways Black can decline the 
awn - in favour of either generating 
counterplay or simply speeding up his 
evelopment. Some of those variations 
are important enough to be covered in 
subsequent, independent chapters. 


Chapter Tike 
Moves for Black ~ 


Here, | would like to look at minor lines 
that you are less likely to encounter 
although they, too, should be studied 
carefully if you are to employ the 
Blackmar-Diemer Gambit successfully 


A405? 70 

B:4.We6 71 

C406 76° 

D:4nc579 

There are a couple of further options 
worth mentioning: 

a) 4ng6 5 fred Bg7 6 Re2! 0-075 
ds 8 £3 H\xc3 9 bxc3 can be com- 
pared remotely to the Griinfeld Defence. 
White's bishop is excellently posted on 
the h1-a8 diagonal, while his centre is 
fully protected against the standard 
thrust ..c7-c5. All in all, White has a very 
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comfortable position. 

b) 4.AbdTP 5 fred (5 B.A? DE 6 
Aib3 exf31 7 Zxf3 e6 is a poor line of the 
Schlutter Defence for White - see 
5..bd7 in Chapter 7; instead 5 gs 
exf3 6 Dxf3 is better for White, but 
Black also has 5..c6!2 transposing to 
44g bd 7I? in the O'Kelly - see Chapter 
5) Swe5t 6 dxes Dxes 7 WrdB+ Sxds 8 
@yf3 (White might prefer 8 2g5 c6 9 
0-0-0+ we7 10 g3 or 8 AS RAG 9.0-0-0 
4kd7 10 4f3, though Black doesn't stand 
50 badly) 8.2046 9 €b52) xed 10 ixd6 
exd6 11 Axes dxes 12 e3 ic7 13 0-0-0 
f6 and Black was a safe pawn up in 
SNauquelin-SVotkov, Dos Hermanas 
(internet blitz) 2004, 


Az 4.052 — 
The Elbert Counter-Gambit 


To begin with, | would like to show 
you that the move ..e7-e5, which has 
always to be considered as a way of ini- 
tiating counterplay, is not always good. 
in this particular case, with the black 
knight already on £6, it is in fact quite 
poor. As the following variations will 
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show, 4.e5?, the so-called Elbert 
Counter-Gambit, allows White a signifi- 
cant advantage without any difficulties 
Sdxes Wxdi+ 

Relatively better is s..Aifd7 6 e6 fxe6 
7 Dxe4, but this is certainly no position 
Black players usually seek to reach, 
6 xd Ofd7 

6298 7 “xed gives Black no com- 
pensation either; eg. 7..26 8 fa ifs 9 
243 0-0-0 10 ada bq? 23 Od64! and 
White won in D.tong-.Campbell, corre- 
spondence 1999. 
724s 


7.048 

Both 7.2ixes & Finc7+ Sd8 9 A xaB 
b6 10 fq £6 11 dxes Axes 12 3 
Kb7 13 Dxb6 axb6 14 cd from 
iDuthilleul-Flefevre, French Ch, Vittel 
1973; and 7..c6 8 Qc7+ G8 9 Dxad 
Dxes 10 Ke3 cS 11 het Ld6 12 Rda 
e713 Dc7 dixc7 14 dixcs+ 2f6 15 fea 
Dbe6 16 OFZ from STartakower- 
MRaizman, Paris 1954, also led to win- 
ning positions for White. 
8 Ags+ f6 9 exfé gxf6 107 ixf6 Le7 

10..n6 {s only a little better, as after 


22:9)xd7+ bxgs (or 22.-dxd7 12 26) 12 
Saxf8 xfB 13 edz! Black still has abso- 
jutely no compensation for the pawn, 
32 Dxeg D6 

(Or22..b6 12 ¢3 skb7 13 ixe7+ txe7 
24 g3 AgB 15 ker Ac6 16 Kers sts 
27 Dear G7 18 dicae g7 19 kexgs 
‘EagS 20 h3 1-0 LZilbermints-|.Mila- 
imovic, internet Chess Club (blitz) 2010, 
12 Axe7+ xe7 

(Or 12..0\xe7 13 8.d3 “ies 14 wer. 
33 aida 2sf6 14 Ait Rds 15 £3 sexs 
16 Nida O04 47 a3 nds 18 cxd3 2F5 19 
Sea db 200e2 


White has a decisive endgame ad 

vantage: and in TSawyer-RMuir, Wil- 
Ramsport 1997, thanks to his oppo- 
ppent’s assistance, the conversion did not 
take thatlong. 
OBe6+ 24 did2 digs 22 dg Sb6 23 
Sands Rxbae? 24 sec3 Ring2 25 ies fz 
26 Midgt+ fa 27 \ds+ skxf3? 28 Mg3+ 
e229 He3 mate 


Br 4.n.06 — 
‘The Weinsbach Defence 
im contrast to variation A above, 4..06 


Minor Fourth Moves for Black 


(the Weinsbach Defence) has to be 
Laken 4 bit more seriously, Eventually 
the game will steer into waters similar 
to those of the French Defence, but the 
fact that White can take on e4 with a 
pawn is a factor that generally lets the 
game go his way. After 5 fxeq Black's 
best method of challenging White's su- 
premacy in the centre is with 5..db4, 
after which White usually offers his e- 
pawn in exchange for active play. 


Sfxeg bg 

The critical way to attack the white 
centre, though not the only move tried 
in this position: 

a) 5..e5 is not as bad as on the previ- 
ous move, despite the loss of a tempo, 
as the gé-squaré is available for Black's 
Knight here, However, that doesn't 
mean this move is recommended. White 
plays 6 dies Wada+ 7 dnd 4iy4.8d5! 
and then: 

a1) Bskd7 (8.8871 9 Sg5+ sed7 
just gives White an extra move) 9 se 
<6 10 c3 Zines 11 2343 and a draw was 
agreed in ACherepanov-V.Malinin, Ar- 
changelsk 1996, although White could 
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certainly have played on quite confi- 
dently. 

2) 8..0,f2+, on the other hand, led 
toa beautiful finish in TDahlen- 
P.Matson, Stockholm 1959: 9 de1 Pyxht 
10 Zinc7+ std8 12 Dxa8 Ses 12 95+ 
thd7 13 LbS+ (the problem is that the 
white knight will escape while the black 
knight will not) 23..ike6 14 Sda xg 
(14.402 15 Ser sexes 16 Hd5+ sexes 
17 Ld3+ fixd3+ 18 cxd3 is also mate) 15 
DcT+ Sexes 16 Bds+ sexes 17 £03 
mate. 

b) 5..c5 is another means of attack- 
ing the centre, but after 6 ds exds 7 
exds the d-pawn is a powerful posi- 
tional asset, Black has two options as to 
where to put his dark-squared bishop, 
but neither of them is too convincing: 


ba) 7..f4d6 blocks the pawn right 
away, but then 8 We2+ We7 9 Dbs! 
seizes the bishop pair, Following 
g.Hixers 10 stxe2 Seq 11 413 Ad7 12 
ud6+ Axd6 13 e3 Aas 14 0-0-0 0-0 
15 @e2 Mac8 16 sif2 b6 27 Thea White 
had a significant advantage in 
N.Kampars-M.Semb, Milwaukee 2958. 


rR 


b2) 7.827 keeps the dark squared 
bishop from being traded, but now 
Black has always to watch out for a pos- 
sible advance of the d-pawn. One ex- 
ample of this dominating threat was 
seen in JStolt-T.Vainikainen, Helsinki 
1993, which continued 8 2130-09 eq 
‘a6 10 a4 4tg4 22 0-0 (now Black would 
like to complete his development with 
11..ibd7, but this loses a piece to 12 
6!) 12.2e8 12 Wa3! (setting the trap) 
12.\bd7 13 d6 28 14 xf741 (snap) 
14.<2xf7 15 Og5+ Sg8 16 Wea+ Se6 17 
Dxe6 Des 18 Axd8+ Dxc4 19 Dxb7 
Babs 20 Zixcs skxd6 21 0id3 and White 
eventually converted his material ad- 
vantage. 

3) 7..a6 is another try, preventing 
bs. Then after 8 BF3 dé White 
should play 9 We2H! We7 10 Wxe7+ 
‘Sxe7 11 95 with a slight advantage; 
eg. 11h6 12 Sxfo+! gxfé (12.sexf6 13 
£43 He8s 14 Dede Se7 15 0-0 is also 
better for White) 13 243 followed by 
castling. 

©) 5..Re7 is rather passive, For ex- 
ample, 6 2f3 0-0 7 £d3.c5 8e5 Md 9 
hal (preparing the classical bishop sacri- 
fice on h7) 9..f5 (not 9...cxd4? 10 Sxh7+ 
she 11 Oixds @xds 12 0.43 with a clear 
advantage; 9..h6 is relatively better, 
though White is still for preference after 
10 We2 cxda 13 Wes f5 12 exfs Axio 13 
Wxd4 Deb 14 Wxd8 Exd8 15 Re3 as 
Black has a miserable pawn structure) 
10 exf6 2xf6 11 Re3 looks good for 
White, Instead, in G.Steindl-R.Nieder- 
‘milller, correspondence 1960, White 


was successful with 11 94?! cxd4 12 95?! 
xc3 13 gxf6 Bxf6 14 xh7+ exh7 15 
Dg5+ xgS 16 hxgS+ gS 17 Whs 
cxb2?? 28 g6 1-0, but here Black could 
have escaped with 17..8d61 18 h7+ 
517 19 0-0+ eB 20 Wh5+ g6 21 Wxg6t 
48, Keeping the extra piece. 

6aa3 

Far the sake of completeness (even 
though | will not cover it), 6 a3 xc3+7 
bac3 transposes to a position from the 
Winckelmann-Reimer Gambit in the 
French Defence (which would normally 
be reached via 1 e4 e6 2 da ds 3 2ic3 
Abs 4 a3 Axcat 5 bxc3 dues 6 £3 D167 
fred). 

6 ig5, on the other hand, allows 
659? tis quite bizarre that this natu- 
‘ral course of action is not given by Saw- 
yerat all, and it is not clear how White 


4) 7 a3 has the problem that after 
‘7-xc3+ 8 bxc3 Was! the pawns on c3 
and e4 are both hanging: eg. 9 Sixf6 
(Bxc34 10 wéf2 gxf6 11 De2 and now 
11..Wcal fs the easiest way for Black to 
‘maintain his already big advantage. 


Minor Fourth Moves for Black 


b) 7 €5 runs into 7...8xd4l, the point 
being that 8 exié is met by 8..Wes+ and 
Wags. This leaves 8 Wxd4 cxd4, but 
after 9 exfé dxc3 10 0-0-0 0-0 11 fxq7 
‘exb2¢ 12 bi exg7 White was a down 
‘in material without compensation in 
‘A.Ong-LHadden, correspondence 2005. 

)7 RDS+ Rd7 8 xd7+ Cbxd7 9 5 
fails to 9..cxd4 10 Wxda (worse is 10 
exf6 dxc3 11 fxg7 cxb2 12 Wf dic3! 13 
gxh@W Sxh8 24 Xba Wixgs 15 2\f3 Wes 
with a winning position for Black in 
‘MFarr-UHaas, online game 2004) 
10...exe3+ 11 bxe3 (or 14 Wxe3 Yied! 12 
Axd8 2ixc3 13 Shas Dds 14 21f3 Zeb 15 
0.0.0 cs 16 8.42 0-0 and the knight on 
ds dominates the bishop, while the 
white e-pawn is also a cause for con- 
com) 21..Was 12 S13 (or 12 exfs Wxgs 
13 fxg7 Egg) 12.2.ds 13 dz Dsb6 and 
Black is certainly better. 

4) Finally, 7 dxcs leaves the e4-pawn 
isolated. After 7..Wxdi+ 8 Rxdt ibd7 9 
d2 Bxc5 Black was again better in 
Jkainz-HZulauff, correspondence. 2006. 


This and the immediate capture on 
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3 (see below) are considered to be the 
‘most challenging moves. To my com- 
plete surprise, Lane doesn't cover these 
possibilities at allt 

a} As usual, the move 6..e5 has to be 
considered. 


The idea is to answer 7 dxes with 
7.xeg 8 Sixes Bxc3+ 9 bxc3 Wha+ 
and 10_#xe4. However, here White has 
7 a3! Axc3+ 8 bxc3 exds (8_Oxes is 
strongly met by 9 Whs!, as 9..2xc3 10 
Wxes+ We7 11 Wxe7+ oxe7 12 242 
Dd5 13 c4 Db6 14 if3 would yield ex- 
cellent compensation) 9 cxd4 @ixea 10 
223, wher’ MPreussner-PAllerberaer, 
correspondence 2006, continued 10.15 
11 cal Qd7 12 0-0 Db6 13 £b3 Dds 
14 Dg! xg5 15 Axgs Wxgs 16 Sxds 
with an excellent position for White. 

b) 6..c5 can also be met by 7 a3, 
when 7..Jixc3+ 8'bxc3 Axed 9 Wga 6 
10 Wxg7 Zg8 12 Wh6 cxda 12 093 Was? 
13 Wafé Wixc3+ 14 ofa Wxai 15 gS 
won for White in EJ.Diemer-F.Best, 
Freiburg 1949. if instead 7..cxd4, then 8 
axb4 dxc3 9 bxc3 seizes the bishop pair, 
and after 9,,246 10 @f3 ga 22 Fa ho 
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4123 23f6 130.00-014 Wd2 e515 Axes 
Pixes 16 Bxes Pixed 17 We3 White was 
‘much better in E).Diemer-Wohlmann- 
stetter, Rastatt 1953 

) 6.2.c6?! cannot be good as tt de- 
prives Black from playing the necessary 
~€7-€5, After 7 €f3 0-0 8 e5 “ds 9 
4Axh7+! (here it is again) 9..¢xh7 10 
2)q5+ g6 (or 10..;8#g8 11 Whs Re8 12 
Wad7+ she 13 Whs+ Seg8 24 Wh7+ SB 
45 Wh8+ ste7 16 Wixg7 mate, LReh 
Killinghick, Tennessee Valley 1969) 11 
0-0? (33 hal f5 12 h5+ wins) 12..2xc3? 
(12.65 was essential) 12 Ha3+ White 
won in EJ.Diemer-Maddalena, Isny 
1948, 

4d) 6..0-0 castles right into the storm: 
7 Bf 5 8 e5 Dds 9 Axh7+l Shs 10 
q5 Dxc3 12 Wh5 White won in 
EJ.Diemer-Weinsbach, Bischweier 1949, 

©) 6.xc3+ 7 bxc3 2ixed 8 Bez 
transposes to the main line, though 
White can also consider: 

€1) 8 e3 has been given by Sawyer. 
White was even successful after 
8.23 9 Wd2 Dds 10 D3 Dxe3 14 
Wxe3 id7 120-0 O16 13 Oe5 671 14.03 
671 15 Was 0-0 16 Whe he 17 BFS Ad7? 
38 Bxd8 Zxd8 19 Axf7 in APirang- 
Heymann, Munich 1956, but it is clear 
that Black's performance was substan: 
dard. 

€3) 8 Waal Of6 9 Wha looks more 
promising; eg, 9..Wd5 (or 9..@d5 10 
gs {6 11 Sd2 Oe7 12 Af3 95 13 
Whs+ she72! 24.0.0 Wes 15 Wns ie7 16 
Raei ESpaele-Gschiffler, Bad Woris- 
hofen 1996) 10 2\f3 @ibd7 13 0-0 ¢5 12 


8 hs 13 Wa3 cada 14 23, B.Phifipp: 
Neumann, Ellwangen 1998, and Black 
had severe problems with his king in 
oth cases. 


Not forced; Black has also tried: 

2) 7..2xc3, after which White should 
not play 8 40xc3?! since 8.06.9 S03 
5S! (as in BReichardt-RSicker, corre 
spondence 2002) is good for Black. & 
‘bac3 is better, e.g. 8.27 9 0-0 Dd7 10 
S93 fe 11 Tihs 0-0 12 Axter axfe 13 
3 with compensation; note that 
53_£5 14 dxe5 exes? is impossible due 
(eis Bes, 

1b) 7.85 is one way to protect the 
esght, but the queen is prone to attacks 
fere. This was seen in VHergert- 
{Herbrandt, Simmerath 1984, which 
pontinued 8 s2e3 5 9 0-0 SAxc3 10 bxc3 
ob a2 fg We6 12 Sixes Wxea 13 Scr 
bo 14 Bhs Od7 25 Bt Wes 16 Hod 
when White already had nice attacking 
chances. The game concluded 16..96 17 
Gee Oxfs 18 Bxt6 Rd7 19 he Bfas 
wo Haft es 21 Wie Wd7 22 Exo6+! 


Minor Fourth Moves for Black 


ixg6:23 86 1-0, 

©) The simple retreat 7..P)f6 is sur- 
risingly persistent. 8 0-069 Ags te? 
10. Rx16 xfé 12 e406 12 ds? led toa 
nice finish in LDuthilleul-XHachin, 
Rouen 1956: 12.1847? 13 dxeé Wes 14 
Arla Wea 15 2d3 Wcs+ 16 sha 0-0 17 
Dea We7 18 Whs 2d7? 19 Baei Wak 20 
Be3 (20 Dig5! was faster) 20...0xb2? 21 
‘Wexh74! sexh7 22 Ofer &h6 23 Sh3+ 
sigs 24 Dh71 shg4 25 Dh WHE 26 
Asxi6+ Dxf6 27 Sez mate, but 
22.exd5 13 xds ixb2 14 Hba Les 
followed by ..2e6 would have refuted 
White's approach. instead, | suggest the 
immediate 8 2g5 “ibd7 9 0.0 &e7 10 
Wei bé 12 fy3 with reasonable 
chances; eg. 11..407?| 12 @bS. and 
White already regains his pawn. 
Bbxc3 

OF course not 8 4xc3? Bh4s ete, 
8.06 90-0 


Besides his firm centre, White has 
‘two bishops in an open position. | think 
that he has good compensation for the 
pawn. The game ABessler-C.Broutin, 
correspondence 1955, went on: 
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9d 

Or 9..0-0 10 43 Zicé 11 Whs h6 12 
Rxh6! gxh6 13 Wxh6 f5, P.Leisebein- 
JHolwell, correspondence 1986, and 
now 14 hal We7 15 5f3 if7 16 Rex 
followed by 17 d5 looks very strong. 
10 4\g3 c5 11 Wiga g6 12 Wie We7 13 
dxc5 OixeS 14 a3 b6 15 Ded! Adnes 16 
xed $.b7 17 xb7 Wxb7 18 Lxe5 bxc5 
19 Eaba We7 20 Wage Wa7 21 Wxd7+ 
‘toxd7 22 b74 1-0 

Resigning is probably a bit prema- 
ture here, but after winning the pawn 
‘back and having his rooks posted on the 
7th rank, White certainly has the better 
prospects in the ensuing endgame. 


G4...2)¢6 - The Lamb Defence 


The Lamb Defence with 4.2ic6 Is a 
more active try for counterplay, going 
directly after the white d-pawn. As 
much as White would like to punish 
such aggressive behaviour, analysis 
shows that the equally agaressive 5 ds?! 
carries the risk of overextension. White 
should opt for the more positional 5 
4ktbS, which should lead to an equally 
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positional advantage. 
sabs 

5d5?\is too rash: 

a) 5..ib4?! is played surprisingly of- 
ten, even though after 6 fxea the knight 
is exposed on b4, Nevertheless, it should 
be examined carefully. Lane only gives 
6-06? which cannot be good at all 
(what does this move accomplish?). Af- 
ter 7 a3 Qa6 8 eS Dd7 9 e6 fxe6 10 dxe6 
Hes (or 10.6 24 b5y as in 
D.Gedult-Gallagher, Paris 1965) 12 
WhS+ White won in J.Voetker-LReeves, 
Missouri 1992, Therefore, let's have a 
look at more sensible moves: 


a1) 6.06 attacks the white centre 
immediately, but the position of the 
might on b4 tums out to be unfavour- 
able after 7 a3 ia6 8 \f3 ods 9 SbS+ 
Bd7 10 Rxa6 brab (or 10.dxed 14 
x7 exf3 12 BxaB Wxa8 13 gxf3) 11 
exds 96 12 £e3 g7 13 2d40-0140-0 
with a clear advantage for White in 
LHucks-"farense2”, Internet Chess Club 
1998, 

a2) 6..e6 is similarly met by 7 a3 426 
BOF exds 9 exds ga 10. Abs+ Ad7 11 


a6 byaé 12 0.0 followed by Dd4 and 
dominating position for White. 

23) 6..3g4 7 03 e6 seems best, but 
white still has 8 a3 “a6 9.2b5+ 2d7 10 
3 xfs 11 Wafs ids 12 dxe6 fixes 13 
®-.and soon won in RRux CKlein, 2002. 

b)S..BeS is more challenging, 


Then the immediate 6 Wa?! is coun- 
‘tered by 6...exf3! 7 Wxes? (7 gxf3 Dg6 is 
‘sisthely best, but with the queen on 44 
being unprotected there is no time to 
‘prevent all Black's options of 8...6, 8.26 
2d 85) 7..£2+ 8 dbxf2 Dig4+ etc, while 
ser either 8 ida or 8 te2 there fol 
ons & fxg 9 Bxgi 6 with at least a 
sey good game for Black. 

Better is 6 fred e6 7 13 (7 RA is not 
ss good: after 7.96 8 2bs+ 2d7 9 
Rady+ Wxd7 10 Ags Se7 11 Wd2 exds 
ends h6 13 Sxf6 Axfé White would 
‘owe to castle queenside but cannot be- 
cause of £95; while if 14 Zige2 0.0.0 
25 00, then 45..2he8 and it is Black 
who 1s better) 7..2xfa+ 8 Wxfs exds 
and then 9 exd5 a6 has been given by 
lame, but preventing the check on bs is 
sot necessary at all. Instead, after 


Minor Fourth Moves for Black 


9...b42? (which was not considered 
either by Lane or Sawyer) White has to 
think about how to deal with the threat 
tohis d-pawn, 


For example, 10 dic4 0.011 0.0 dé! 
(a good move, threatening both 
32..#¥c5+ and 12..2g4) 12 2e4 Zixe4 13 
Wxes 247 14 Of4 Wo6+ 15 Ge3 cs 16 
-2xcs Wxcs+ 17 hi Haes 18 Wha bs 19 
4&b3 He2 and Black was better in 
MPreussner-FFritsche, correspondence 
2007. This leaves 10 b5+ d7 110-0 
from HZulauff-MPreussner, correspon- 
dence 2007, when Black should have 
played 21._dexc3 12 We3+! 76 (12...We7 
33 Bxd7+ Sixd7 14 Wxc3 gives White 
time to protect his d-pawn) 13 Wxc3 
Exbs 14 We5+ Wd5 15 Wxbs Wixds 16 
‘Wear c5 17 Haz and White has a cer- 
tain activity for the pawn, but not more. 

But maybe he can play 9 eS!?; eg. 
9..2g4 10 Wxd5 sebg?? (10..Wxds 12 
Dads is similar to 5..e5 in the Weins- 
bach Defence ~ see variation 8 above) 11 
Wos+ and Black soon resigned in 
W-Schmidt-W.Simpson, correspondence 
1997, 


The Blackmar-Diemer Gambit 


<) 5.28, retreating the knight to its 
starting position, has to be examined as 
well. After 6 fxe4 Black's only hope is to 
attack the spearhead on ds: 


4) 6.06 7 OF3 g6 (7..e6 8 d6! e5 9 
|ixe5 Wied6 10 214 ee 12 WIZ Ws 12 
0-0-0 Gbd7 13 2xd7 Zxd7 14 a3 Wes, 
15 dRe2 was quite comfortable for White 
in MPreussner-l Herth, correspondence 
2007) 8 te3 2g7 9 Wd2 0-0 10 kh6 
Was 11 a3 Eds (12.0xh6 12 Sxhs 
©xe4? runs into 13 bal) 22 xq7 &xa7 
13 e2 b5 14 Bdt b4 15 axbs Wxb4 16 
0-0 exds 17 €5 Aga 18 ide Sixes 19 
Wig Zbe6 20 RS was played in 
Pleisebein-BZaugg, correspondence 
2004; after 20..f6 21 Sixc5 Zinc 22 
Dycé Wds+ 23 Ad4 e5 24 Wes 5ig4 25 
ds Hxd5 26 Cifs+ xfs 27 Wxb6 
axb6 28 Bxd5 White soon converted his 
material advantage. 

(2) 6..e6, on the other hand, should 
‘be answered by 7 Wf3, and if 7..exd5 
then 8 eS! Moving the knight would 
allow White to win back the pawn on d5 
with a better position, while 8..We7 is 
met by 9 We? with the same result. 
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Returning to 5 .2bs: 


Black should now play 5..exf3 6 
xf, transposing to the Pietrowsky 
Defence {covered in Chapter 7). He failed 
to do so in the current game (S.Grove- 
Delena, Colorado Springs 1992) and for 
that he was duly punished: 

5062 

‘The alternatives (besides 5..exf3) are 
little better: 

a) 5.26 6 Bixc6+ bxc6 7 fred e5! (the 
best try) 8 dxes (8 Df3 exd4 9 Wxda 
‘xds 10 Fixd4 47 is better for Black) 
B.Wxdi+ 9 Dixds (9 dxda is met by 
9.2ig4) 9.2xe4 10 DAZ Rb4e 11 3 
Qc5 12 Se3 Oxe3 13 ixe3 Rb8 14 da 
2g415 0-0 0-016 Hei cs and a draw 
was agreed in J Herth-P.Leisebein, corre: 
spondence 2007, but here White could 
have certainly played on. 

b) 5.047 6 freq e5! 7 ds! (precise 
Play is needed; after 7 Axc6 Axcé 8 45 
2d7 9F3 Sd6 100-06 11 h1 0-012 
Wd3 c6 undermines the white centre, 
while 7 S93 allows 7..exd4 8 @xd4 
Dxeq!) 70d4 8 Axd7+ Wxd7 9 Of3 
eS 10 Ke3! (10 Dxes We7 11 a3 


Geet was disastrous for White in 
‘ulton-"mirrorhand”, Internet Chess 
‘Dub 2999; 11 &f4 would have been bet- 
we but 11..0-0 12 Wd2 Shs 13 da 
Gate a4 Zixfg Ds! still gives Black 
sseugh play for the pawn) 10_2ixf3+ 
(ea fincas 12 Wxc2 dixe3 is met by 12 
WBe3 RDG 13 Zines We7 14 “ca) 14 
(er Axe3 12 Wre3 and White has the 
age 
neg bs 7 2g5 0-071 

After the relatively better 7..n6 8 
Eats ixfé 9 O)f3 White would still have 
eyed a tremendous advantage due 
tees strong centre. 
‘E Lacé bxc6 95 


The decisive mistake; 9..#ds was 
(ered, although Black's position re- 
mains difficult after 10 xfé xc3+ 12 
bcs gxf6 12 exfé Wixg2 13 WTSI; for ex- 
wemple, 13...Mxf3? 14 2ixf3 2d7 15 Des 
eS 16 Rgi+ seh8 17 Hr or 23..Wyc2 
vs Wo3+ Hig6 15 Df3 the 16 Des Wxfs 
rEg. 

‘soba! hxgs 23 hxgs Wds 22 gxt6 g6? 

But if 12,.Weg+ 13 if2 Ws, then 14 


Minor Fourth Moves for Black 


Wf! as White's attack continues even 
without the queen; eg. 14..Wxf3¢ 15 
2x3 gxt6 26 Bh3! fxeS 17 Zg3+ and 
mates. 

23 Wigs Weg 14 Wh3 Axc3+ 15 bxc3 1-0 


Dr 4.5 — 
The Brombacher Counter-Gambit 


The other way of striking back in the 
centre is with 4.-c5, the so-called Brom- 
bacher Counter-Gambit, If White Te- 
sponds with 5 d5 the game most often 
transposes into the Kaulich Defence 
(4..exf3 5 Qxf3 c5 ete), so here | would 
like to concentrate my attention on 5 
2f4l2, which is the pet move of the 
“French Diemer” David Gedult Even 
though not entirely correct, it brought 
him many (short) victories, and studying 
the following might allow you to enjoy 
the same. 
satan 

As | already mentioned, 5 d5 exf3 6 
xf3 transposes to the Kaulich Defence 
(see variation 8 in Chapter 8). Black can 
avoid this with 5..e6 6 fxea, transposing 
toa line of the Weinsbach (see note 'b’ 
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to variation B above). Or else 5..f5, 
which is a sort of Vienna Defence (see 
Chapter 6), but the mclusion of .c7-<5 
and da-d5 should favour White; e.g. 6 g4 
shg6 7 95 2fd7 (of course 7..2d5 is not 
possible here, and 7..0hs? 8 fixes 
threatens to win the knight with 9 &¢2, 
while 8..e5 9 ©h3 &d6 10 ster Zfa 12 
Syxfa ext 12 khs+ Ad7 13 Wa sees 
the black f-pawmn falling) 8 fxea with an 
excellent position for White. 

After 5..exf3 White, too, has an in- 
teresting alternative in 6 Wxf3l?, with 
‘the following possibilities: 


a) 6.0621 7 &bS+ Dbd7 (7-207? 
would even allow 8 dxe6 fre6 9 Pxb7) 8 
dxe6 fxe6 9 2h is excellent for White. 

b) 6..96 has been suggested by Hall, 
against which | recommend 7 gS. 
Then LFaber-LMilder, correspondence 
2002, continued 7...“\bd7 8 0-0-0 £979 
d6l 0-0 10 dxe7 Wxe7 11 Wf4 Wes 12 
Wha a6 13 Rea b5 14 213 (White has a 
nice lead in development) 14.87 15 
ids Oxds 16 xds 0b7 17 dfs W818 
4ag5 h6 19 xt74! Sxt7 20 @xt7 sext7 
24 Sixh6 Sixh6+ 22 Whe Of8 23 Bhf+ 
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‘Bg8 24 Bd6 Beg 25 Hdfé 1-0, The im- 
mediate 7.297 makes more sense, 
‘when White has to invest a tempo in 8 
3 (in order to castle), but after &..0-09 
0-0-0 White stil has reasonable com- 
pensation, 

©) The direct 6...0.94 can be answered 
by 7 &bs+ Qibd7 8 Wifz, as in Braune- 
Bares, German Junior Ch. 1949, which 
continued 8..e6 9 h3 ifs 10 sigs sie7 
11.d6! ixd6 12 0-0-0 87, and now 13 
Bxf6! gxf6 14 94 2g6 15 Wxt6 0-0 16 
ixd7 Wxd7 17 ha would have been very 
‘900d for White, 

) 6..a6, which prevents f1-b5+ and 
prepares 7...6, is a tough mut to crack. 7 
Bf4 2g4 8 Wig3 bs 9 fz ba 10 S\aa 
fixf3 11 Wa3 Wxds 12 ibe Wis 13 
gxf3 Za7 14 Sxb8 b7 15 Has Debs 16 
Qc7+ Sed7 17 Gina6 Bc8 18 b+ kd6 19 
000+ te5 20 Their bfa was 
WsSchmidt-P.Grott, correspondence 
2000, and now 21 2ixba! cxb4 22 Raat 
dos 23 Bits Se3 24 Bafa Deg 25 BAS 
25 26 Rxe5 eda 27 Hefs forced a draw as 
the black king cannot escape the checks. 

Returning to § fal: 


senda 

Other moves: 

a) 5..exf3 6 Zixt3 would transpose to 
6 Af4l? in the Kaulich Defence (see 
Chapter 8). Here 6 Wxf3 would be 
strongly met by 6..2.c6}, eg. 7 dxcs (or 7 
2ib5 Axd4) 7.05 8 he3 949 Wigs Was 
and Black is better. Note that 6 Abs? 
also fails to 6..WasH! 7 c3 fxg2 or 7 Sf2 
‘Dea 8 xfs Sagar! and wins. 

b) 5.62 has the problem that 6 
fae$ covers the d5-square, which means 
‘that Black cannot answer “ibs with 
~2d5 (should he decide to take on dg 
‘after all), in the game Comp Crafty 21.6- 
GRechlis, internet Chess Club 1998, 
Black tried 6..a6, but after 7 ds! exds 8 
Qxds Duds 9 exds £46 10 Wer+ £18 
21 Aixd6+ Wxd6 12 0-0-0 White was 
early better. 

¢) Silda is also risky, as it allows 
White to bring his pieces into play with 
tempo: 6 bs Wxda+ 7 Exdi Has & 
fxeq and now: 

£1) 8.Aixea'9 Zic3I? Aixc3 (9..23F6 10 
Rb5+ Ad7 11 fs 0-0-0 12 Ges also 
gives White good play for the pawns; 
2g. 12..06 13 0-0.g671 14 ExdB+ SexaB 
25 Bda+ hc8 16 Dc6! Ad72? 17 Dxa7+ 
Sd8 18 Deal 2-0 D.Gedult-Golberine, 
Paris 1971) 40 bxe3 d7 11 fs f6 12 
ca e5 13 Rxes! fxes 14 Dxes ds? 
(after 14,-£¢6 15 0-0 White has a dan- 
gerous initiative despite the reduced 
‘material; instead Black should have re- 
tured the piece with 14..0-0-0.15 2ixd7 
2c7 or 15..2ixd7 16 &e6 Gib8 when the 
position is roughly equal) 15 £if7 Sig8? 
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{15..b5 was the last chance) 16 @xd8 
and White won in D.Gedult-Femouille, 
Paris 1972. 

2) 8.4894 9 43 2xed revealed the 
ammusing resource 10 Ze3 in M.Nicholls- 
Jkuhn, correspondence 1996, As the 
knight cannot move due to 11 Dd6+ 
followed by 42 “\xb7, Black tried 10..5, 
but after 12 h3 ths 12 g4l .Af7 13 gxfs 
RAS 14 c4 eb 15 dg? DFG 16 Axc6+ 
‘bxcé White played 17 d6+ nonethe- 
less, and after 17.647 28 Sif7 Bg8 19 
h2! Shs 20 Md2+ shes 21 Sd6+ dd7 
22 Deg+ be8 23 Ber Axfa 24 Dxfg 


White obtained a clearly better position 
and soon won. 


6.226 

The simplest and best way to meet 
‘the threatened check on ¢7. 

a) If instead 6..2d5, then White 
plays 7 Sxb8! Sixb8 (not 7..2e3? 8 
Bers Wxc7 9 exc? Gixda 10 Axda 1-0in 
D.Gedult-Zweigberg, Paris 1971; while 
7.431? is well met by 8 c@l) 8 Wxd4 and 
the threat of 9 Wxds followed by 10 
De74 and 14 @xds is difficult to meet, 
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as either 8.,.b6 9 Wes! or 8..c6 9 0-0-0 
Wo5+ (9..ex{3 is again met by 10 Wes!) 
10 ba e3 12 Dh3 We 12 Wxa7 Wes 13 
Baxd5t exd5 14 f4 eS 15 Bxcs €2 16 
byez Wxe2 17 id6+, from 
RWestbrook-E.Chevez, Oak Ridge 1992, 
is winning for White 

b) 6...Was+? is another way for Black 
to misstep: 7 bg Wxb4+ 8 c3 dxc3? 9 2c7 
mate was D.Gedult-Orzalek, Paris 1967, 

©) Black might try 6..e5 7 &xes in or- 
der to make use of a check on the e1-a5 
diagonal, but after 7..abs+ (or 
7..ila5*) White can safely play 8 c3, 
since &.dxc3 9 bxc3 (but not 9 #\c7+? 
Wixc7! 10 Sxc7 c2+ 41 Wd2 Zic6 and 
Black stays at least one healthy pawn 
up) 9..Wxda+ 10 Exd1 Bas 11 S71 is 
winning. 

7 xd 

Unfortunately 7 2ixd4? doesn't work 
because of 7..e5! 8 Sxe5 a5+ followed 
by 9.xes. inserting 8 Sbs+ 247 
doesn't help: 9 sexe5 Sexb5 10 xfs (19 
‘@xbS? fs again met by 10_.Has+ win- 
ning a piece) 10..8xf6 11 Zixbs Wxb2 
2 Bba Wes 13 (4 We6 14 2)e2 cs and 
Black was clearly better in THamilton- 
E.Grivas, Internet Chess Chub 2004, 
Tide 8 xd ext3, 

Alternatively, Black might think 
about restarting his development with 
8..e6, but in this case he shuts in his 
light-squared bishop. The game Comp 
Crafty 21.6-G.D'Amore, Internet Chess 
Club 1998, continued 9 0-0-0 stes 10 
)b3 Sxgt 42 Bxgi ex! 12 gxf3 0-0 23 
Ag5 Gh8 14 Axis gxf6 15 Lxa6 bxab 


a2 


36 25, when White had real compen- 
sation for the pawn. 
9 Deets 


Black has managed to simplify the 
position by trading queens. Objectively, 
White should have nothing here, even 
though he did manage to create some 
play in the game  “puce13”- 
‘SBernhardsson, Internet Chess Club 
1998: 
9..€6 10 Se5 Dds 14 g3 he7 

1146! would have been significantly 
better, as after 12 Ab5+ Ge7 13 De4 5 
Black will succeed im getting his 
bishop(s) out. 

12 bS+ 38 13 0-0-0 

Another option was to castle short: 
33 0-0 f6 14 Zaet and White has rea- 
sonable play for the pawn. 
13.2ac7 14 243 h5 15 Dhfs 246 16 cA? 

Either 16 ef3 or 26 Sifea was neces: 
saty, and again White doesn’t stand so 
badly. 
16..\bar 

16...23¢3 wins immediately. 

17 Oxxt7 ext7 18 Sxc7 247 19 BS? 

After the calm 19 4e2 White would 


still have been well on top. 


29...dixb5 20 exbs Zac 23 a3 xc7+ 22 
Sz Lixd3 23 shexd3 RdB+ 0-1 


‘Summary 

As this chapter shows, the minor ways 
of declining the Blackmar-Diemer are 
not to be feared. The standard plan of 
-£7-¢5 is outright bad if played imme- 
diately (4..e52). Other ways of attacking 
the white centre are Weinsbach’s 4..e5 
(when 5 fred tba targets ea) and 
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Lamb's 4..2c6 (targeting d4), but in ei- 
ther case White should be able to obtain 
an advantage with accurate play. 

Most critical here is the Brombacher 
Counter-Gambit with 4..c5, a line that 
was frequently adopted by Efim Bogol- 
jubow. White can try Gedult’s enterpris- 
ing 5 9412, but ultimately this should 
not be correct. Objectively best is to play 
5 d5, which usually transposes to the 
Kaulich Defence in Chapter 7; ie, after 
5x3 6 Dxf3, 
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1d ds 204 dxed 3 Sic3 O46 4 £3 €3 5 
Rxe3 


The push-past with 4.63 is often 
used by stronger players to dodge the 
complications that arise after 4..exf3 
(those who would like to have a deeper 
psychological explanation are referred 
to Simon Webb's classic Chess for Tigers) 
= though if | were to face the Blackrnar- 
Diemer Gambit, | would not use it Why? 
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: Chapter Four 
Langeheinicke Defence 


‘Surprising as it may sound, itis difficult 
to find a satisfactory set-up for Black! 

The main moves that players of Black 
will try are: 


R5g688 
8:5..2690" ree 
C5 neBRf5 92 


-which is why | will give them a 
‘thorough examination below. 

But before going into further detail, 
would like to highlight a key defensive 
resource that will appear not only in 
this, but also in later chapters: Black will 
often try to simplify the position by 
bringing a knight to ds, not only be- 
cause it enables him to trade a minor 
piece (preferably White's dark-squared 
bishop), but also because it controls f4 


square that (especially in the 5..2f5 
sariation) White needs to occupy with a 
‘night in order to get any kind of advan- 
tage | can hardly stress this point 
sough, and the attentive reader will 
notice various references among the 
Selowing lines. 

We might as start by examining the 
res where Black occupies d5 with a 
‘night immediately: 

-2)5..045 and then: 


421) 6 Waa can be seen in various 
fees given by Sawyer. tt seems that 
White is always getting his way, but in 
‘y opinion this has rather to do with 
‘oderate, if not cooperative Black play; 
‘al me dogmatic, but | do appreciate 
the value of two bishops in half-open 
positions. One example is 6.xe3. 7 
ie} 6 (7..962! is the only continua 
tom given by Sawyer ~ it does seem to 
‘make sense now that White's queen's 
éshop is gone and standard attack pat- 
terns with th are removed; but on the 
‘ther hand the knight on f6 is also gone, 
which makes attacking by 92-94 and ha- 
bens easier; e.g. 8 Lica g7 9 Ager 0-0 
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10 hg h5 11 0.0.07 c6 12.94 hxg4 13 h5 
and White won a fine attacking game in 
‘SJago-PHyland, Melbourne 1992) & 
Gd3 207 9 fige2 M6! 100-0-0 (if 10.03, 
then 10..2f6 will get the white d-pawn 
into hot water) 10..2ib4 11 Sica ¢6 12 f4 
2s 13 WE3 £d7 14 Sher Was 15 Deg 
0-0-0 and Black was at least equal in 
P.leisebein-AHartwig, correspondence 
1999. Black's set-up is similar to a Caro- 
Kann Defence, with the additional bene 
fit of the bishop pair, 

a2) 6 Axd5 Wxd5 gives White a 
slight lead in development, but with f2- 
3 being played, his dark squares are 
slightly weakened. Furthermore, Black 
threatens to strike in the centre with the 
typical counterstroke 7.05, so White 
‘should net fool around too much, 


For example, after 7 Yie2 e5! 8 Lic} 
Rb4 (some readers might recognize 
patterns from the Nimzowitsch De- 
fence; Black has no problems here) 9 
Wa2 Was 10 dice 0-0 Black is ready to 
take on d4, followed by ..2)c6 and easy 
development. 

The direct 7 cf is stronger, and if 


a5 
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7n#fa5+ (a proposal by Lane in a similar 
position), then 8 S.d2 Wb6 9 c3 with « 
riice position for White; while K Stead- 
R.McCart, Melbourne 2001, ended 
rather abruptly 7.8Wd8 8 243 \c6 9 
Ge2 e5 10 ds Seb4i7? 14 sia De7 12 
Wass 10. 

b) 5.‘ibd7 fs more subtle than 
5.05 . 


Black's simple plan is to bring the 
queen's knight to d5 via b6, Now White 
should not play 6 £c4 as this merely 
encourages Black to execute his plan: 
after 6..01b6 7 2b3 ©6 8 2ige2 Zibds 9 
nds exds 10 Wd3 6 a French Ex- 
change type position was reached in 
FDiaz luque-FCanabate Carmona, 
Linares 2005; needless to say that the 
game eventually ended in an unexciting 
raw. 

‘Surprisingly enough, 6 Age2 Db6 7 
fa has not been played in a single 
game in my database, even though it is 
quite logical. As we will see below, the 
white knight belongs to f4 most of the 
lime anyway, while the black knight on 
bé is now rather misplaced. Following 
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the plans outlined below, White should 
‘enjoy an easy game. 

‘c) Should Black seek to exercise fur- 
ther control over d5, 5.6 is the best 
way to do so. Then 6 c4 is met by 
6..2d5 7 Dxd5 (after 7 Sd2 the nice 
move 7.2e6! helps Black to achieve 
‘equality by simplifying the position, one 
example being & €\xd5 oxd5 9 Ad3 Dc6 
30 c3 W711 Wha g6 12 Her fs 13 
Aaxfs Wxfs 14 Wefs gxfs 15 2g3 c6 
from P-Motta-GNovak, Montana 1993) 
7.<xd5 8 2d3 with a Caro-Kann Ex- 
change type position in which the pawn 
on f3 looks rather clumsy. Black has no 
‘problems here. 

Instead, White should play 6 43 


2) 6267! just shuts in the cB 
bishop. Simple development in the form 
of 7 Wd2 Aba 8 Dgez Ads 9 Af2 Hd7 
200-0 0-0 11 a3 te7 12 hi 76 13 
Dea Od7 14 c4 O5f6 15 Mada b6 16 
Sibi b7 17 We2 gave White a nice 
(space) advantage in T.Hommeless- 
EPlomp, Enschede 1993. 

€2) 6..96 is called for should Black 


not want to confine his light squared 
bishop to quarters, but then White has 
an easy attacking plan which can be 
tepeatedly seen below: 7 Zige2 Sg? 8 
Wa2 0-0 9 0-0-0 b5 10 Kh6 b4 11 Dea 
a5 12 h4 @ba7 13 hs sab (13,..2xhs? 
44 Bxh5! gxh5 15 95 is a standard 
resource that should be remembered) 
14 hxg6 fxg6 15 Axg7 bxg7 16 Wher 
7 17 Gg5+ eB 18 Me6 and White 
soon won fn S.Gramlich-SMovsesian, 
intemet blitz 2004, 18 Axg6+! and 
mates was even stronger. 

€3) 6..2bd7 is meant to prepare 
7.€5. White tried to prevent this with 7 
4 in A.Tejler-£.Walrath, correspondence 
1964, but | carmot believe in this ap- 
‘proach; even more so as the dunce’s cap 
is now passed from Black's light- 
‘squared bishop to White's dark-squared 
bishop. After 7..21b6 8 2:f3 Dbds 9 £42 
-2ig4 Black had a very comfortable posi- 
tion. 

But maybe it is not necessary to pre- 
vent 7..25 at all. After 7 #d2 e5 8 Dige2 
the white knight is peering at 5, while 
Black cannot dissolve the situation in 
the centre that easily. One pretty exam 
ple is MFarr-M.Koch, online game 2002, 
Which continued 8..exd4 9 Axd4 2s 
10 WS dtxds 11 2ixd4 We7+ 12 Sd2 
(0-07? 13 FS and Black resigned. 

cA) 6..2\d5 is thematic, but White's 
two bishops are still able to raise some 
dust. After 7 @ixds cxds 8 Waz Ze6 9 
®e2 e6 10 ¢3 6 11 0-00-012 We2 96 
13. Wd2 the weakened black kingside 
offered White slightly better chances in 


Langeheinicke Defence 


“wackyraces’“talion, Internet Chess 
Chib 2002. 

4) 5..2\¢6 is only good if White tries 
‘to punish it immediately; should he re- 
frain from doing so, the knight will be 
misplaced on c6 in the long run, as the 
threat of d4-d5 is strengthened with 
proper development: 


di) The immediate 6 ds is overambi- 
tious, as after 6..b4 White has trouble 
keeping his d-pawn as a spearhead, and 
7 Bea (or 7 Bb5+ 47 8 Ges Of5 trans- 
posing) 7.f5 8 &b3 c6 9 dxcé Zxcé is 
already equal. 

2) 6 Abs is similar, and 6...247 (not 
6.2621 7 kxc6+ bxc6 as Black's bishop 
pair doesn’t compensate for the defec- 
tive pawn structure; one example is 8 
ige2 Dds 9 #2 Zbs 10 b3 e6 110-0 
Qyxe3 12 Dxe3 246 13 Ded 0-0 14 Wer 
a5 15 c4 and White was much better in 
U.Gohia-Pleisebein, correspondence 
2003) 7 ds @ib4 transposes to line ‘da’ 
above, That leaves 7 Dge2, but after 
726 8 Ld3 Aba 9 Les Lke6 Black con- 
trols d5 and should not have any prob- 
Jems. 
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43) 6 Wa2 is best, when 6..e5 is the 
only sensible follow-up to 5.£c6, but 
after 7 d5 “b4 8 0-0-0 the knight on b4 
is in a tight spot. Neither 8.c6 9 dxcé 
Wrd2+ (or 9.2ixc6 10 Wrd8+ xd 21 
Dos Beé 12 Yixa7 Ad7 13 a3 and 
White is a pawn up) 10 Exd2 bxcé 
(10,..2xc6 14 bs is rather piquant) 13 
McA, nor BFS 9 94 Lxc2 10 Sb5+ 
id7 (or 10..c6 11 dxcé)_11 Ben g6 12 
fais truly satisfying for Black. 


Black 


develops his dark-squared 
bishop to the long diagonal and, as in 
the Bogoljubow Defence from Chapter 
9, hopes for counterplay against the da- 
pawn. White's main plan consists of a 
primitive (but effective) attacking 
scheme in the form of 42 and 2h6 
followed by h2-h4-hs and grave threats 
down the h-file. The f3-pawn (which is 
missing in the Bogoljubow Defence) also 
does a very good job here, as it denies 
Black access to g4 and helps to enforce 
92-94, adding even more fuel to the at- 
tack. 
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6 Wade 

The most direct move, which pre- 
ares 0-0-0 followed by the launch of 
kkingside attack outlined above. instead: 

a) 6 sic doesn't really fit in here, 
Deploying the bishop to 4 is standard 
procedure against the Bogoljubow De- 
fence (see Chapter 9), but in this case 
the Ffile is blocked, which means that 7 
vail never be in any particular danger. 
‘And what's more, Black can gain time 
on the bishop to accelerate his counter- 
play on the queenside (where White 
usually wants to castle). One example is 
6.97 7 Wd2 cb 8 00-0 bs 9 Ab3 
Dd5I? 10 xd (after 10 Sexd5 cxd5 12 
Dxbs Deb Black has good attacking 
chances for the sacrificed pawn) 
20..0cd5 11 Wha?! (14. h6 is more logi- 
cal) 11.847 12 De2 a5 13 Wa3 Ab7 
and White had gotten himselfiin a mess 
in D.Day-Viikauniks, correspondence 
1963, 

b) 6 94 was Diemer’s patent, but it 
seems premature to play this before 
Biack has castied kingside. For example, 
EJDiemer-W.Grosser, Germany 1957, 
continued 6.97 7 ha @d5 8 @xds 
Wads 9 4 Wa5+ 10 Sd2 Wh6 11 Rc3 
‘We6+ 12 #12 and now instead of 12.5, 
Black should have played 12..h5! when 
the position would have been in his fa- 
vour. 

6587 70-0-0 5 

The following lines show what can 
happen if Black chooses to castle king 
side. After 7..c6 8 2h6 0-0 9 ha we have 
the following: 


a) 9..b5 is a desperate try for queen- 
side counterplay, but White's attack is 
much better organized: 10 hs ba. 12 es. 
as 12 hxgo Wea2 13 Axfor xf6 18. 
{®xb4 gave White a clear advantage in 
“Birchbeer"-"Verlager”, online game 
1996. “Birchbeer” was a strong player 
who ventured the Blackmar-Diemer 
Gambit many times on the Intemet 
Chess Club during the late 19905; his 
games are highly interesting and are 
worth studying. 

‘p) 9..2h5 doesn't stop the white at- 
tack either. FFritsche-CTaberner, core- 
spondence 2001, continued 10 Zieg 
Was 12 c4 Wis 12 Rxg7 (not yet 12 94, 
which allows 22..dtxh6 13 Wxh6 Was) 
22..2xg7 13 94 Web 14 hs gxhs 15 ids 
f5 26 ig3 hxga 17 fxga fa, and here 13 
Axh7+ Of7 19 Wet4+ was the most di- 
rect win: after 19..<he8 20 ds! the black 
king will be hunted down shortly, while 
39.,18F6 20 Stg6+! wins either the queen 
(20.xg6 21 h6+) or the king 
(20.dig8 21 Zhe+ dxhs 22 Whé+ og8 
23 18h7 mate). 

)9...Was led to an even quicker end 
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in U.Gobla-MKoch, correspondence 
2004: 10 hS @ixh5 11 g4 xh6 12 Wxhé 
Df6 13 Des 1.0, in view of 13..2ibd7 14 
Dqgs etc. 

With the text move Black chokes off 
such disasters, but at the same time 
both the g5-square and, more impor- 
tantly, the g6-pawn are severely weak- 
ened. 

8 ha c6 9 h3 bs 10 Ler Les 12 ify 
Ads 22 ba a5 13 Ld3 Wb6 14 Ther 
Dab 15 We2 c7 26 Af2 

White has calmly centralized his 
pieces while Black’s attack on the 
queenside is virtually non-existent. 
White is already much better. The game 
JDuthelleul-Hxelchner, Ludwigshafen 
1955, conduded: 

16.06 47 g4 Eb 18 g5 2d7 19 “ies 


A logical consequence of the previ- 
‘ous sequence. White crashes through 
the uncoordinated enemy lines. 
21.ufxg6 22 Zixe6 Zines 23 Wre6+ sif8 
24 Sg3 Hes 

Desperation, but the position was 
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beyond repair anyway. 

25 Mixes! Axe5 26 dxes Ng8 27 Bif6+ 
WIT 28 d6+ 1-0 


Br 5.06 


‘Acknowledging the problems arising 
from 5..96, Black erects a solid defensive 
wall, albeit a passive one: among other 
things, the light-squared bishop is shut 
{in and getting it activated will be a diffi- 
cult task to undertake. The whole set-up 
can be compared to the Euwe Defence 
from Chapter 8, with the crucial differ- 
ence that White is not a pawn down 
there. This enables him to strive for a 
‘more trivial goal in form of an advan 
tage in space. 

6 2d3 

The most sensible move in this posi- 
tion, The alternatives are weaker: 

a) 6 Wd2 is probably playable, but 
from here the queen needs one more 
move {as opposed to the route via €4) to 
reach ha, which is her usual spot during 
a successful attack. 

1b) 6 Sic4?! is the wrong place for the 
bishop. Then 6..2bd7 7 Qge2 Obs 8 
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J&b3 (8 £43 would be inconsistent, but 
probably still better; the bishop simply 
doesn’t do anything on b3) 8.471? 9 
Wd2 £c6 10 0-0 Ado 11 %g3 was 
played in C.Diebert-D.McClinktock, Las 
Vegas 1989 (a game given by Lane), but 
its continuation 12..dixg3?! 12 hxg3 h5? 
13 2g5 is certainly way too cooperative. 
Instead, 11..23fd5! would have led to 
massive simplifications and easy equal- 
ity for Black 

) 6 2ge27! is too inflexible, as the 
knight needs to move again before the 
bishop on f1 can be developed, and at 
this early stage it is not entirely clear 
‘where the knight belongs (or if it should 
‘move at all). Following normal devel- 
‘opment procedures, such as 6..0e7 7 
2g3 Dibd7 8 £43 0-0 9 We2 c5 10 0-0-0 
Was 11 ha cxda 12 Sada Le5 13 Bxcs 
Qxcs 14 cg a6 15 bn bs 36 kbs 
2b?, Black reaches a more than com- 
fortable position. 


6.07 

Other moves: 

a) 64 is not really sensible; Black 
doesn’t want to trade his bishop any- 


way, so after White has casted and 
moved his knight, the bishop is rather 
misplaced. For example, 7 2e2 Qds (in- 
stead 7..b6 8 0-0 2b7 9 2e4 Abd7 20¢3 
4e7 was played in LRichter Mendau- 
B.Roos, correspondence 1968, and now 
after 11 Wc2 0-0 12 {4l? the possible 
counter-strikes ..c5 and .e5 are im- 
peded while White would have had at- 
tacking prospects on the kingside) 8 skfz 
0.0 (or if 8..b6 90.0000 2\e4 4147 11 
a3 he7 12 c4 Dsf6 13 We2 c5, as in 
ERasmussen-ISchuh, Seattle 1985, then 
414 ada is good for White) 9 0-02.47 10 
Dea e5 12 04 2566 12 We2 gb 13 Bada 
and Black was unable to solve the de 
velopment problem of his light-squared 
bishop successfully in Pileisebein- 
BHasselbach, Leipzig 1989. 

) 6.06 tries to develop the trouble- 
‘some bishop. White's best idea seems to 
be 7 We2 £b7 80-00 de7 9 f4.0-010 
23 25 (as played in one of Sawyer’s 
intemet games) 11 2, when he can 
‘be quite satisfied with his position. 

¢) On 6..2)bd7 it is again best to play 
7 Wez in order to prepare 0-0-0, Black 
an discourage this with 7264, but 
«after 8 ©h3 he will eventually have to 
relinquish his bishop in order to give 
Aiba any merit. CDiebert Britt, corre 
spondence 1985, saw 8..c5 9 a3 cxd 10 
axbg dve3 11 Wxe3 Wb6 12 Fixb6 Dxd6 
13 Obs thas 14 Dgs afe as Bxa7 mxa7 
26 @xa7 and White was a comfortable 
pawn up. 

4) 6..8d5 seeks to simplify in famil- 
lar fashion, but White can build a sur- 
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prisingly quick initiative: 7 Zixds exds 8 
Wer Le7 9.0-0-00-0 10 h4 Be6 11 gs 
and the black kingside already darkens. 
HSchuh-P.Treffert, Germany 1984, con- 
tinued 115 12 dyes Was 13 Oh3 
Wraz 14 Digs AS? (14.Wary 15 skd2 
‘Wxb2 was better) 15 c3 Wa1+ (too late) 
26 tied Watt 17 Wb1 G6 18 Oxe6 feb 
19.6 Bf7 20 h5 g5 23 Wxe6 and Black 
was completely busted. 

7 fat 


7S 

No better are: 

a) 7..b6 8 WA3 (or 8 We2 £b7 9.0-0-0 
transposing to 6..b6 above) 8..c6 9 0:0-0 
48b7 10 Wh3 Dbd7 13 Ha Aba 22 fs 
with a strong attack, F.Berkes- 
B.Vioreanu, Rumania 1998, 

1) 7..0-0 8 Sf3 cb 9 We2 Was 100-0 
Feb 11 hd Bd8 12 dec5 sixes 13 hd? 
Be7 14 Des 27 15 Dea WG 16 A\xl6+ 
Sxf6 17 &xh7+! and White won quickly 
in BMeyer-A Holl, correspondence 1991, 
‘8 Oxds 2has?l 

This just wastes time, since the 
weakening of the long diagonal is of no 
real significance. Instead, Lane assesses 
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8..exd5 as equal, but even then after 9 
$)f3 White has a space advantage, and 
with f4-f5 in the air, what is Black sup- 
posed to do with his light-squared 
bishop? 

The text was played in the game 
Ed.Diemer-KZimes, Germany 1948, 
which we will follow to its conclusion: 

9 g3 Wxds 10 Af3 Re7 21 4 Whs 22 h3 
1613 g¢ WY7 14 We2 g6 15 ha ic6 16 a3 


White has a massive space advan- 
tage. The only hope for Black to break 
this dominance lay in 16..e5!?, intend- 
ing 17 ds exfal 18 dxfa dxga 19 h2 
Dd4 20 We3 Af3+ or 20 W2 Zib3 with 
complications. But 17 {5! gxfs 18 gxfs 
Whs 19 4te4 is good for White; e.g 
19..dRxf5 20 J8xf5 Whef3 24 Sh3 Wns 22 
ds. 
16...847 17 b4 e518 d5 D4 

Now if 18..exf4 18 Sexf4 x94 19 
@h2 d4 20 Wi2 @b3, then 21 Ebr 
wins. 
19 Oxda exdg 20 hs 0-0-0 21 0-0-0 
saxga 22 hxg6 hxg6 23 Axgé Wg7 24 
5+ tb 25 ha Oxfs 26 Ws Whe 
27 Oxd4 Wh 28 cs! 
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28 bi was simpler, preventing 
Black's next move. 
28..Wa2 29 Dic2 Zh2 30 Eger Dxe2t 
30..f8 can be met by 31 Bd2, as 
31_ixd2 32 dexd2 Rxds+ 33 ica! Baa 
34 Wa7! wins, while 32..Wxd5+ 33 
Wadls Bxds+ 34 ec3 wec8 35 Hd4 gives 
White a clearly better endgame. 
31 Wixca Wai+ 32 ied2 Wida+ 33 Wd3 
Wha 34 wes f5 35413 1-0 


Finally, we have 5.25, which can 
safely be considered the absolute main 
line. Black decides to bring the bishop 
outside before playing ..e7-e6; on the 
other hand, the bishop provides an ex- 
cellent target for White's kingside 
pawns (again, the f-pawn plays an im- 
portant role here). With accurate play, 
White should be able to secure an ad- 
vantage, 

6 gal 

It is necessary to tackle the bishop 
immediately, White cannot really hope 
for an advantage with other moves: 

a) 6 £437 is Mlogical, given what | 


just said, as it helps Black to get rid of 
his “problem piece” by 6..Sxd3 7 Wixd3. 
lane motes the game D.Gedult- 
GMazzoni, Paris 1965, which featured 
the imelevant 7.96% 8 0-0-0 497 9 
Ba2?l h6 10 Zige2 Dbd7 11 bi 5? 
32 d5?1 95? and so on. But with the 
light-squared bishop gone it makes 
much more sense to play 7..c6 8 Aige2 
6. After 9 0-0-0 7 10 g4 Aibd7 12 
1 Dds 12 Deg Oxe3 13 Wre3 Dds 
Black had absolutely no problems and 
went on to win in MOvereem-P.De 
Jager, Dutch Team Ch. 1994. 

b) 6 @ge2?! is also accurate as it 
aives Black time to play 6..h61, when the 
{5-bishop can retreat to h7 in one move 
instead of two (via 96). 


‘After 7 g3 (7 94 4h7 8 ha is now 
less effective: among other things, Black 
an follow the main line with 8..6 since 
White is missing a crucial tempo) 
7_h7 8 Ad3 <6 9 Ages e6 10 Wer 
@bd7 11 0-0-0 He7 12 Fes Axd3 13 
eds We7 14 D304 Dds 15 Bb3 Dxcs 
26 dxc5 0-0 17 y3 b5 Black was not 
worse in O.Goddard-V.Jkauniks, corre- 


Langeheinicke Defence 


spondence 1964, 

9) 6 Sic4 also allows 6..n6, saving a 
precious tempo. Although the position 
after 7 94 &h7 8 h4 e6 9 g5 Dds 10 
Sxds exds 11 We2 looks powerful, Black 
can play 11...8¢7 12 gxh6 gxh6 and the 
h-pawn is not hanging because of 13 
ixh6 hxc, 


Instead: 

a) 6226 would be consistent with 
‘the idea of controlling ds. However, the 
simple 7 h3 is troubling for Black as 
there is no sensible way to counter 8 
2)f4, which not only watches d§ but also 
attacks the bishop on €6. 

b) 6..2d7 plans to transfer the 
bishop to c6 now that White has weak- 
ened the h1-a8 diagonal. This can be 
successful if White plays carelessly: ¢.g, 
7 Rd3 Bc6 8 Ded Axed 9 fred €6 10 
fa Oa7 12 Of D6 12 We2 Axo4, 
However, 7 95 exploits the fact that the 
black knight cannot go to ds and after 
7.-2g8 (or 7..2hs) 8 Wa2 White has a 
significant space advantage as well as a 
lead in development. 
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7Oger 

The immediate 7 ha is premature: 
White needs to be ready to answer _h7- 
‘hs with 2\f4, which is not the case here. 
Lane gives 7..n5 8 g5 Dds 9 ixds Wxds 
20 41h3 Oxc2(2) 12 Wxc2 Wxf3 12 292 
e6 13 a3 as winning in T.Van Dijk- 
GHaase, Dunedin 1958. But atter the 
natural 10,.e51?, White has nothing, 

17 &.c4 is also common, but remem 
bering the introduction to this chapter, 
Black enacts the standard defensive 
manoeuvre just in time: 7bd7! & 
igea (8 g5 can also be met by 8..A\b6!) 
8..2b6 9 stb Zifds, and even though 
White could trade everything off on ds 
in order to put his knight to f4, a bishop 
would be “lost” in the process, which 
renders the whole procedure rather 
worthless. 


Toh 

7.06 8 h4 h6 9 2\f4 h7 transposes, 
though in this case White can also try 8 
Oifai e.g. BRAG 9 ha Sext4 10 Sexfa Ws 
11.95 Ads 12 2xds Wxds 13 Wd2 0-0 
14 c4 Wa7 15 Ah3 6 16 0-0 D.a6 17 ZA 
c7 18 Her bs 19 b3 RadB 20 Hes eB 
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21 5 Zc7 22 f4 Dds 23 Ad6 feB 24 
‘Bfe2 De7? 25 Exe6 and White went on 
towin in R Pape-K Berg, Denmark 1986, 
With a knight on ¢2 already 7...2d5? 
is dubious, After 8 Aixds Wxds 9 “fa 
White seizes the bishop pair and enjoys 
a healthy advantage; e.g. 9..Ha5+ 10 ¢3 
5 11 dxes Wxe5 12 Wd2 “id7 13 0-0-0 
0-0-0 14 ha f6 15 ca ses 16 dg shxd4 
17 cxda Wd6 18 hs Wc6? 19 Wc} ReB 20 
Reb Zib6 21 GxdB exa8 22 2b3 and 
White was winning in ATalon-Gisrael, 
Belgian Team Ch. 2004. 
Bhat? 


8..2c67l is a desperate attempt to 
initiate counterplay by means of Aiba 
and ..e7-e5, but White ‘serves first: 9 
fq Bh7 20 gS! hxgs (10..4b4 is rela- 
tively better, though 11 gxf6 ixc2+ 
a2sb6f2 Qxat 13 £d3} Jeaves White on 
top; 11 g6!? is also possible) 11 hxg5 
4kxc2 12 Eixh8! (or just 32 Wxca Bxha 13 
gxf6) 12.xd2 13 Sxdi. Although 
White only has rook and bishop for the 
queen at the moment, the black knight 
(on 6 is going to fall too, since 13.0347 


Tuns into 14 Dhs! 6 15 d5 and Black is 
unable to survive the onslaught without 
considerable material concessions. 
9 fs Sih7 10 gs! hxgs 

Should Black play 10.5\d5, White 
has the disruptive 11 Acxds exds 12 96! 
with the following possibilities: 


a) 12.fxg6 13 243 Wd6 14 hs! g5 (or 
2.gxh5 15 axh7 Bxh7 16 Wed3 Ehs 17 
WF5l and Black has problems) 15 Og6 
Bxu6 16 ixg6+ Hed8 17 Wed2 Hg3+ 18 
Se2 g4 19 hf Wh2+ 20 Zf2 gxf3+ 21 
&d3 Was 22 c3 Ad7 23 Bxf3 led to a 
very nice position for White in AHall- 
‘OBrien, England 2983, 

b) 42.xg6 13 Dxg6 figs 14 Ws! 
45 15 391 Bd7 16 0.0-:00-0-017 5x96 
2f6 18 Wis+ kb8 19 fs We7 20 Les 
with a clearly better position for White. 

<) 12..d0g8 should be met by 13 
‘eal, when Black cannot get his king 
‘out of the danger zone quickly enough; 
9, 13..1Hd6 14 0-0-0 07 15 td2+ e7 
36 et and Black has great problems. 
ssahxgs Lixce 22 Wre2 

Not now 42 Kxh8? Sixda 13 Sxda 
@d51 and Black is fine. 


Langeheinicke Defence 


22,.tixha 13 gxfs Wxf6 14 0-0-0 


White has two pieces for the rook, 

and the threats of 15 bs+ and 15 d5 
are hard to meet. MFarr-M.Koch, ontine 
game 2004, concluded: 
14.06 15 Ned WAS 16 ds! bq 17 
Wate c6 28 dxes fxe6 19 Wb3 Zd8 20 
Exd&+ x8 24 O\g3 Exfar 22 Oxf 
S.d6 23.2g3 WAT 24 Dixets cB 25 eg 
Re7 26 5x37 1-0 


Summary 

4.63 is not one of Black's best options. 
Not only does it enable White to regain 
his pawn at once without having to 
make any larger concessions, iL is also 
difficult for Black to find a set-up that 
fully equalizes. 

Black's main problem is his light: 
squared bishop: keeping it at home al 
lows White either to obtain a nice space 
advantage (after 5..e6) or build up a 
dangerous kingside attack (after 5..96). 
Should Black move it out with 5..if5 
before playing ..e7-e6, well-timed at 
tacks on the bishop will give White 4 
‘good game in most cases. 
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dg d5 2.04 dxeg 3 Oic3 16 43 <6 


Even though | will only give one 
main line below, the O'Kelly Defence 
certainly deserves its own chapter, as it 
is no minor fourth move at all. In the 
time between 1987 and 1990, an impor- 
tant thematic correspondence tourna- 
ment featuring the O'Kelly was organ- 
ized. As a result, 4..c6 has been recog 
nized as a serious response to the Black- 
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Blackmar-Diemer, and the theoretical 
implications, which are stil valid for the 
most part, were written down and pub- 
lished in Volker Hergert’s book Die 
O'Kelly Verteidigung — im — Blackrnar- 
Diemer-Gambit directly after the tour- 
nament. 

Nowadays many players use 4..c6 as 
an elegant way to reach the Ziegler De- 
fence (4..exf3 5 2aef3 c6) from Chapter 
12, while avoiding the relatively unex- 
plored 6 2d3 (which is why itis usually 
not extensively treated). However, the 
O'Kelly Defence also has some inde- 
pendent value that deserves to be ex 
plored further. 

Ses 

This seems to be White's best con- 
tinuation, which can also arise via the 
Caro Kann Defence (1 ¢4 6 2 d4 d5 3 
2ic3 dxed 4 sicql? O46 § £3). The various 


alternatives can be dismissed fairly eas- 
ly: 

a) 5 fa seeks to prevent..e7-e5, but 
Black has 5..Wa5! 6 tc4 Z\bd7 when 
White will not be able to stop e7-e5 
after all. 

b) 5 Shes ext3 6 xf (or 6 Wxl3 04 
7 Wa3 e6 8 te? Ld6 9 Wha Sxe2 10 
Gaxe2 Dds and White has nothing) 
6 ifs is a Ziegler Defence where the 
white bishop is poorly placed on €3. 
Black can also consider 5.2/5, as 6 fred 
‘Dxe4 is a Viena Defence (see the next 
chapter) in which the white bishop 
again doesn't belong on e3 (but rather 
on fa). 

6) 5 -Sg5 ext3 6 Aixf3 a4 reaches a 
version of the Teichmann Defence (see 
Chapter 11) where the white bishop is 
sgain badly placed. 

Also interesting is 5..2bd7!? 6 fxea 
£5! transposing to a line of the Veresov 
Opening (1 ds Gife 2 Oc3 ds 3 a5 
‘Dbd7 4 £3 c6 5 4 dxe4 etc) known to be 
more than satisfactory for Black; 


eg. 7 dxes (7 ds is well met by 
Pcs or 7..Wb6, while 7 Of3 exda 8 


O'Kelly Defence 


Dxd4 4 9 Ds 0-0 10 Ad3 Des 12 
Safe Bxfo 12 0-0 Axis 13 xfs We7 
gave Black a good game in ESchiller- 
G.Ligterink, Reykjavik 1986) 7..Wa5! 8 
Sixf6 (8 113 Oixed 9 2d2 Aixd2 10 Wxd2 
kbs 11 0-0-0 0-0 12 a3 Sxc3 13 Wxc3 
WWxc3 14 bxc3_D.Sahovie-W-Schmidt, 
\Vijacka Banja 1983; and 8 exfé Wxg5s 9 
fxg7 sixg7 10 d2 Wadae 24 sixd2 He5 
12 £d3 2e6 13 4¥3 0-0-0, LAlburt- 
Mal, USSR Ch, Baku 1972, also provide 
Black with an excellent game) 8..gxf6 9 
26 fxe6 10 fica (or 10 Waa Des 11 Whs+ 
$e7 12 Kez £47, as in F.-Terreu Serra 
\Vilazarev, Ortiguera 2003) 10...b4 12 
Dige2 Des 12 Ab; d7 13 Wd2 5 14 
0-0-0 0-0-0 15 a3 xc3 16 Wes Wes 
17 @xc3 Zho8 was fine for Black in 
B.Maksimovic-M Chandler, Nis 1983. 

d) 5 Sixes BFS 6 iga (after 6 43 
‘Gxds 7 Se2 WE White doesn’t have 
enough compensation according to 
Hergert) 6.296 reaches a very good 
version of a Caro-Kann Defence (where 
White played the pointless £2-f3). 

instead 5.2xea 6 fxea 05 7 Df 
exda (IM Kevin Denny suggests 7...te6! 
8 c3 exdé 9 cxda Stb4+ as being favour- 
able for Black, though | cannot quite 
share this view after 10 &d2) & be4 
would give White unnecessary chances; 
eg. 8..b4+ (or 8..Base 9 Xd2 Wes 10 
We2 2d7 11 ba Wb6 12 Wh2 26 13 2gs 
Axbs 14 0-01 with good play for White 
in W.Trumpf-AMukherjee, correspon 
dence 2002) 9 ¢3 dxc3 10 dixt7+! sixf7 
(not 10...6€7? 11 Wb3 cxb2+ 12 Wxbsr 
seod7 13 Dese shes? 14 Weat axes 15 
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2xb2+ and White won in EJ.Dierner- 
D.Eck, Germany 1957) 11 'Bb3+ e6 12 
Wyba (here 12 Zies+ Sf6? 13 0-0+ dxe5, 
14 fd S16 15 ic7+ wins, as analysed 
in the Kaissiber magazine; but 12.ive8! 
13 Wxe6+ We7 is quite unclear) 12.208 
(12.,cxb2%! 23 Sixb2 Bes 14 Edi is 
worse) 13 Wxc3 Wf6 14 Wc2 wg8 150-0 
a7 16 Ke3 and White has perhaps a 
slight edge. E 

¢) 5 fxe4 is the most often played al- 
ternative and can be compared to the 
Fantasy Variation of the Caro-Kann (af- 
ter 1 e4 c6 2 dé ds 3 f3 dxea 4 fred), 
with the major difference that here the 
knights are already developed to ¢3 and 
6, This inclusion favours Black, as after 
5..€5! and ..exda the white knight on c3 
will be attacked. For example: 

e1) 6 3 exda (in the Caro-Kann 
White would continue with f1-c4 
here, but since his c3-knight is under 
attack, he has to react) 7 Wxd4 (7 Dxd4 
bbs 8 Bes Ags 9 Bd3 Dbd7 10 Bfa 
2ic5 11 es Piexed 12 0-0 Sxc3 13 bxe3 
0-0 14 Mes Shs 15 Dfs Res was also 
better for Black in N.Vandenbroucke- 
Rfelber, correspondence 1997) 7..Bixd 
8 Gixda 4 9 243 0-0 and with an iso- 
lated pawn on 4 it is White who has to 
be on his quard to maintain equality. 

€2) Black doesn't need to fear the 
immediate 6 c4 either; after 6..exd4 
the ChessPublishingcom forum mem- 
ber "DoubledPawns” suggested 7 e5I, 
giving the following lines: 7..dxc3 8 
dot7+ Se7 9 Wxd8+ Sxd8 10 exf6, 
Jodagh 8 Oger dxc3 9 ixf7+ we7 10 
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exfé+ gxfé 11 Wxd8+ xd8 12 Dxc3, 
and 7..2ig4 8 23 dxc3? 9 Sxf7+ ske7 
10 4ig5+. The problem is that, in the last 
of these lines, 8...eb4! is a party-pooper 
Which leaves Black significantly better. 


This is recommended in Larry Kauf- 
man’s The Chess Advantage in Black and 
White. Besides S_exf3 (which would 
take us into the realms of the Ziegler 
Defence after 6 4ixf3), various other 
moves have been tried as well: 

a) 5.25 is not so strong here, since 
the o4-square is unavailable for the f6- 
might. White can play 6 dxes Wxda+ 7 
tad: exf3 8 Sxf3 Aga 9 Ge2 with a 
good position; eg. 9.2147 10 24 ib6 
11 Rb3 e612 Sxe6 fae6 13 Og5 Dds, 
T.Dahlen-MBatvinnik, ‘Stockholm 
(simul) 1962, and now 14 S31 would 
have provided White with an extra 
pawn. 

b) 5..1asl? 6 Adz (more to the point 
‘than 6 fre?! Oxeg 7 #3 Ad6 & &b3 
Bf5 9 Dige2 e6 10 stf4 d7 11 0-06 12 
Bada 0-0-0 13 g3 4f6 with a clearly 
better position for Black, as analysed by 


Holwell) 6...€b6 (6..exf3 7 Dxf3 leads to 
a position quite similar to the Scandina- 
Vian Defence where the half-open f-file 
cam be put to good use; eg. 7...2f5 8 0:0 
26.9 Dds Was 10 Afr Wxf6 12 Des 
Was was “defender34so”-"Scandina- 
Vian", Internet Chess Club 2003, when 
32 Ext! Wxda+ 13 ha exfs 14 Axf7+ 
would have won immediately) 7 We2! 
Wab2 (7..xda?! 8 0-0-0 ts even more 
risky for Black) 8 Mb1 exf3 9 2ixf3 Was 
10 Z)e5 #6 11 0-0 and White's huge lead. 
in development gives him excellent 
compensation for the sacrificed paws. 

©) 5..Abd7 is not so easy for White. 
After 6 @xe4 (better than 6 fxea which 
would allow 6.25! again) 6.26 (here 
too 6..e51? is possible, as 7 295 can be 
met by 7..0d5, eg. 8 e2 e7 9 Zieg 
@sf6 10 0-0 0-0 11 c3 h6 and Black 
should not be worse) 7 Se2 ste7 $ 0-0 
WG 9 h1 0-0 10.3.5 11 dees Pixs, 
12 Dixfé+ xfo Black had equal play in 
EBerg-K Berg, Gothenburg 1997. 

4) 5..b5!? 6 2b3 eb is another inter- 
esting line, With ..b5-b4 in the air, 
White has to play quite carefully: 


O'Kelly Defence 


1) 7 a3 lessens the effect of ..b5-b4, 
Black may play it anyway, but | don’t 
think it's particularly dangerous for 
White; eg, 7.:b4 8 axb§ Sixbg 9 freq 
Gwe4 10 WE Mxc3 (or 10..Wxd4 11 
Age? Bxc3+ 12 bxc3 Wes 13 fa and 
White's activity provides enough com- 
pensation) 11 bxc3 ste7 (not 12..Whas? 
42 g3 Bxc3+ 13 Wines Wedt 14 fz 
Wehi 15 Sif3 and the queen is trapped, 
or 12,.Wxd4 13 De2 Wes 14 Hf 0-0 15 
42f4 and again Black must lose material) 
12 Be2 0.0 13 0-0 dta6 and here 
ChessPublishingcom forum member 
x" suggested that Black is clearly bet- 
ter. don't quite agree, in fact | don't see 
that after 24 c4 Black should be better at 
al, 

Rather than play 7..b4 regardless, it 
looks more appropriate to accept the 
gambit after all, as 7.exf3! 8 Dxf3 
reaches a sideline of the Ziegler Defence 
where White has played the time- 
wasting move a2-a3. 

2) 7 a5 is quite logical, as White 
tries to assume control over e4. After 
7207 we have: 
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421) 8 2ixed? is just bad on account 
of 8.Axe4 9 Sxe7 Wre7 10 fxeg Wh4+ 
ete. 

422) 8 Wd2? is no better, as after 
B..b4 9 Fice2 (bath 9 Mixed? Axe and 9 
LAxf6? bxc3 drop a piece) 9..exf3 10 
Qyxf3 Deql 11 Bxe7 Oxd2 12 Axds 
@xf3+ 13 gxf3 texd8 White has no com- 
pensation for the pawn. 

d23) 8 frea ba (8.Mxe4 9 xe7 
xc3 js met by 10 Waal Wxe7 11 xg7 
‘W18 12 WxfBy BxfB 13 bxc3 with equal- 
ity) 9 Laxf6 (after 9 e5 bxc3 10 exfé axfé 
41 dict bg 12 2 Dd7 13 DF3 Dde 
Black is more than comfortable) 9.Sxf6 
10 ce2 &b7 11 OF3 0-0 12 0-0 csI? 
‘may be critical. Then 13 e5 (not 13 d5?i 
exd5 14 exd5 Sixb2 or 13 dxcs?! £2xb2) 
13.he7 14 3 bxc3 (14..2d7 15 d5 exds 
16 xds Sxd5 17 Wids Hb6 28 Wes 
Was 19 We2 should be equal) 15 bxc3 
cxd4 16 cxd4 Ads 47 Sxds Wxds 18 
fa Was 19 We2 Zicé 20 Bada Abs 22 
d2 Ads has been assessed as slightly 
better for Black at the ChessPublish- 
ing.com forum. However, | think that, 
after 22 @ixd5 Wixds 23 Sc2, equality is 
amore realistic assessment. 

43) 7 fxe4 was played in the high- 
level encounter N.Short-EBareev, Sara- 
jevo 2000. This game (which started as a 
Caro-Kann) continued 7.b4 8 2xe2 
Axed 9 if a6 10 0-0 dé 23 €4 bxc3 
12 bxc3 7 13 We2 Def6, when White 
hardly had any compensation for the 
pawn, 

Instead 8 @aal?, in order to answer 
8..2xeq with 9 WB, seems to offer 
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more chances. The position after 9...f6 
(the greedy 9..8xd4?? gives White a 
dangerous initiative; eg. 10 @\e2 Wes 13 
fg WES 12 Dag Wg6 13 0-0-0 he7 14 
Hhe1 fs 15 94 hS 26 gxfs exts 17 Wa3 
‘Bf8 18 Dxfs! dixfs 19 Desi! Wga 20.0c7 
‘Bg5+ 21 sibs 3+ 22 Wxc3! and Black 
resigned in P.leisebein-W.krammer, 
correspondence 2002) 10 “e2 is quite 
unclear; Slack is a pawn up, but his 
pawn structure is a mess. One example 
is Peisebein-W.Weingarz, corespon- 
dence 2003, which saw 10...¢7 41 ¢4 
‘Dbd7 12 0-0 Ab7 13 Df4 We7 14 Dhs 
0-0-0 15 ¢5 @ixhs 16 Wxhs fe 17 Maa 
5 18 Ste3 exda 19 ixda and a draw 
was agreed; although | quite like 
White's position here, and winning the 
pawn back immediately with 12 Wxc6 
bg 13 ¥f3 would not have been bad 
either. 


6e4 
Playing in the style of the Hara-kiri 
Gambit against the Vienna Defence (see 
the next chapter). 
The alternative, 6 fxea, leads to a 
rather inferior version of the Diemer 


Gambit after 6..2ixe4 7 3 2d6, when 
Black has already played the useful —<7- 
06, while White has to invest yet an- 
other tempo to save his bishop. (8 
axf7+ sexf7 9 94 ts no good because of 
9.€5 10 gxf5 Wh4s 11 sft exd4 with a 
dear advantage) 

Also after 7 Df3 Qxc3 8 bxc3 Was! 
(Emanuel) White has no real play for the 
pawn. That just leaves 7 @ixea dxea 8 
3 €6 9.010, but following 9...8e7 103, 
Dol 11 4e5 bg6 12 Wer 6 it will be 
hard for White to create any attacking 
chances, even more so as immediate 
actions such as 13 2xg6 hxg6 14 £xe6? 
eS or 13-2xe6? &xe5 fail 
5hg6 7 g5 Dds 8 fxeg 

8 xed makes less sense here, as 
White has to waste more time with his 
bishop in order to play c2-c4; e.g. 8..e6 9 
De? Be7 10 £b3 Abs 11 22g3 a6 12 
$0013 fe3 c5 14 dees Dd7 15 «6 
bxc6 16 0-0 Ddcs 17 cd Zb8 18 b3 
7 and Black had a good position in 
‘Abbasifar-AKhakpoor, Asian Cities 
Ch, Beirut 2000. 
2x3 9 bxcs 


O'Kelly Defence 


Shes 

.e5I7 has been suggested at the 
ChessPublishing.com forum, and fol 
lows Black's play in the Vienna Gambit, 
but this time the extra moves are in 
White's favour. After 10 2f3 Black has 
to think about what to do with his e- 
pawn, and 10,.Jixe4 doesn't work be- 
cause of 11 Pixes! Sixha 12 Gxt7+ sie7 
13 a3+, while 10..exda 11 oxda sibat 
32 d2! Bxd2y 13 Wrd2 dixe4 runs 
into 14 Axf74! (the key difference) 
14.7 15 Was and White is also bet- 
ter. 

10 2f3 e6 

Sooner or later Black needs to reduce 
the pressure on f7. Incautious play can 
soon land him in trouble: 

a) 10..1#a5 11 0-0 4)d7 42 Abi bé 
was duly punished by 13 sbxf7+1 daxf7 
24 Bars Rts 15 Dc Bxc3 16 Exits 
Web 17 He3 26 18 b3 War 19 Efi 
Wxa2 20 Wo4 Gas 21 Wxes+ das 22 
Bf7 with a decisive attack in W.Belka- 
PZermner, online game 2001. 

b) 10..b5 11 tba c5 12 Wer £c6 13 
‘dxc5 e6 saw Black's light squares demol- 
ished by 14 Des! Axha 15 xt7 We7 16 
Qd6+ dB 17 LF4 Las 18 0-0-0 a6 19 
sbxd5 exds 20 Wq2 We5 21 Rxd5 1-0 
Plleisebein-RStroher, correspondence 
2001. 

¢) 10..96 (as in the Vienna Defence) 
is also a bit slow here, allowing White to 
‘build a strong initiative with 12 0-085 
(not 11.897? 12 Ses and f7 falls 
straight away) 12 Sixd5 Wxd5 (not 
12.005? 13 Des £6 14 gris exté 15 
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We2! and wins) 13 We2 2d7 (or 
13.97 14 a3) 14.04 WES 15 Ebi. 
210-0 iid6 12 We2 245 

Black should not part with this 
bishop unless he is forced to do so. In 
Gsalthe-V.Fedin, Vadso 2002, he traded 
without obligation, and after 12.Jixf3 
13 Exf3 We7 14 Ebi b6 15 Wea White 
had a powerful position with pressure 
on bath wings. 
13 Sida We7 14 Des | 

Better than 14 c4, when 14..Sixf3 35 
Eixf3 allows Black to achieve 15..c5! just 
in time. P.teisebein-P.Grott, correspon- 
dence 2000, continued 16 d5 eS 37 
Eba 4id7 18 Bf2 exds 19 cxds 0-0 20 
e3 Maes 21 'Wig4 96 22 2b5, and now 
simply 22.Re7 would have enabled 
Black to keep his extra pawn with ad- 
vantage: 
24.fixes 25 dues cS 16 c4 e637 Sb2 
Qd7 18 Bf 


102 


White has very good compensation 
for the pawn: not only does he possess 
the bishop pair, the f7-pawn is ex- 
tremely weak and ready to be besieged. 
In Peisebein-FBullerkotte, correspon- 
dence 2000, Black chose to get rid of the 
problem at once, even though the result 
was probably not to his taste. 
18..f6 

Of course 18..0-0-0 just drops the f7- 
pawn, leaving White with a clear edge, 
While 28..0-0? would lose immediately 
to19 Sxh74l ete. 

19 Whs+ Sd8 20 gxf6 exté 21 Whe WE 
22 c3 eT 23 exf6 eS 24 £7 ThfB 25 
afta Dads 26 We7 

Black is completely paralysed, 
26.28 27 f5 Ha8 28 Sadi 2a4 29 
Re6 We7 30 Hd Wes 32 sixes a6 32 
g7 3-0 


Summary 

The O'Kelly Defence is an elegant way 
for Black to reach the main lines of the 
Ziegler Defence while avoiding the lines 
with 6 £43. tn fact, many Black players 
facing the Blackmar-Diemer employ 
4.06 in order to do just that. Neverthe- 
Jess, as can be seen in this chapter, the 
O'Kelly Defence also has some inde- 
pendent value, and White must play 
very accurately in order to show some- 
thing for the pawn. 


: _ Chapter Six 


Vienna Defence 


14 d5 24 dred 3 c3 ONG 4 f3 LAS 


‘Amongst all the ways of dectining the 
Blackmar-Diemer Gambit, the Vienna 
Defence, in ry opinion, is the most im- 
portant one. in the early days of the 
opening ft was discussed quite contro- 
versially between Diemer himself on the 
ne side and the Viennese master Hans 
Mialler on the other (which is how the 
Vienna Defence got its name). Nowadays 


it is at least as topical, especially since it 
was chosen as the main antidote to the 
Blackmar- Diener by GM Matthias Wahls 
in his renowned book on the Scandina- 
vian, Modernes Skandinavisch. 

The aforementioned book is a per- 
fect example of the problems in current 
literature on the Blackmar-Diemer 
Gambit. If you understand German, you 
can really feel the joy Wahis must have 
had writing how incorrect the gambit 
supposedly is. Unfortunately, he ne- 
glected to include all available resources 
for White. But more on that later. 

White has two main lines: 


Acs fixes 204 
B:5ga179 
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A: 5 fxe4 - The Diemer Gambit 


With Diemer’s 5 fxe4 White decides 
to play a true gambit after all. Wahls 
states that after.. 
5.Axeg 

White only has one tempo for the 
pawn, whereas the equivalent is gener- 
ally reckoned to be two or three tempi. 
Although this might be true for now, 
things are not quite so easy as we will 
see. 

The alternative capture 5..2xe8 6 
xed Dxe4 is sometimes played. Here 
Black eliminates any future problems 
with his bishop and aims to set up a 
solid defence. 
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in response, White should avoid 7 
32 Wd 8 C3 (8 Rd3 Ad6 9 Der WIE 
30 Wg3 2c6 was little better in 
ES:Hansen-K\V.Pedersen, Copenhagen 
1999) 8.845 (8..Wa4 Is also good, but 
not 8.15?! 9 dif4 Web 10 0-0-0 d67? 
21 Sxd6 Wra2 12 AbS+ 06 13 Lxbds 
xbs 14 Wxc6+! 1-0 EJ,Diemer-Garayev, 
Lindenberg 1949) 9 Af4 e5 10 23 
2xe3 11 Weds Sixds 12 dxe5 bat 13 
Se2 0-0 and Black won easily in 
RBerthelsen-KHanisch, correspondence 
1971. 

Nowadays 7 d3 is usually played, 
when 7..18xd42? loses the queen to 8 
AibS+, while 7.5? allows 8 Sixea fred 9 
‘Bh5+. That leaves Black to choose be- 
‘tween two knight retreats, 

Although ..@d6 is standard after 
5.Sweq (see line A2 below), here 
7.246 is rather passive; e.g. 8 Df3 g6 
(or 8..2d7 9 0-0 6 10 Wei e7 AHall- 
ORausch, correspondence 1969, and 
‘now 12 @g3 with good play for the 
pawn) 9 2g5 (or 9 2f4 followed by Wz 
and 0-0-0 in the style of the Long Bogo ~ 
see line B in Chapter 9) 9..25c6 10 c3 
£g7 11 We2 f6? 22 ds! @ba? 13 Qag 
‘Wa7 14 De6 gave White an overwhelm- 
ing position in T.Hoyer-LRitscher, 
Bargtcheide 1988, 

More solid is 7.26 (or 7.061? 8 3 
26 transposing; of course 8 dixea? 
h4+ was the trick) 8 3 (8 WF would 
be met by ds) 8.26 9 0-0 and now 
Black's best move is probably 9..c5! 
(6..Ac6 20 c3 7 22 ba. a6 12 ays SLe7 
33 Wet gave White good play in 


W.TrumpfHKumeth, Oberjoch 2002; 
similarly if 9..e7 10 Wei 2c6 12 «3 
Wd5 12 b4 a6 13 a4 Wh5, as in MBitossi- 
APulito, Nichelino 2008, then 14 5b). 


Now 10 ¢3 exda 12 cxd4 2icé6 and 10 
223 Dc6 are fine for Black. Lane gives 
10 Rb5+ Dbd7 11 Des cxd4 12 Bxd7+ 
‘Sxd7 13 Qxf7 and wins, but obviously 
Black's 40th move was just a blunder 
and 10..2ic6 11 Dies WDé is nat so bad; 
eg 12 Rxc6+ bxc6 13 Ags! £e7 
(53..0rd4 14 2x6 gxfe 15 Bhs!) 14 WF 
cds (or 14.288 25 Dgal) 15 Zixcé WT 
36 bal? h6 47 Sf4 HicB 18 bs and the 
position is rather unclear. 

tf White doesn't like this he might 
start with 7 @1f3 and wait for Black to 
commit his minor pieces before playing 
£43; eg, 7..06 8 c3 Of6 9 Ags Ke7 10 
483. 
sats 

Now Black not only needs to take 
cate of his pieces, he must also watch 
‘aut for possible threats against £7 and 
7. don't want to deny that Black may 
bbe able to reach equality, but until then 
the'line is fine. In the current position, 


Vienna Defence 


‘two movesare playable: 


6..88xda? is too greedy. White can 
simply play 7 Bhs “ixc3 8 We8+! WB 9 
Wxd+ dxd8 10 bxc3, after which he is 
apiece up. 


‘This move is less popular than the al- 
temative 6..2d6, but it is not signifi- 
cantly worse. After 7 bxc3 Black usually 
protects pawn and bishop with 7..Wc8, 
even though there are also ways to offer 
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+the pawn back for safe and quick devel 
‘opment. In that case White should not 
be too greedy; rather he can pursue 
other objectives. 
7 bxe3 

The most sensible reply; White 
strengthens his d-pawn and maintains 
his intentions on the hi-a8 diagonal 
and the file 

7 Wf5?t is tonsiderably weaker: 
7.061 8 WS (or 8 Wd3 Wha, 9 g3 Wess 
10 Waxed Oxes 11 0g? U6 12 He 6 
13 0-0 id? 14 dLf4 Se7 15 b3 0-0 and 
Black was a safe pawn up in P.Motta- 
RMatous, Bozeman 1990) 8..Wha+? 
would run into 9 93 Wes 10 ez! Bxt3 
(or 10..Seb4 11. Oda Wexfa 12 xf3 rds 
13 cA and wins) 11 Sixf3.2hd5 12 c4 bq 
13 .2xb7 with a decisive advantage for 
White in EL.Diemer-Fein, Scheideag 
1949. But after 8.Ads! White has no 
satisfactory way to deal with the threat 
of 9.,.Wha+ and 10...Wxd: 


a) 9 cA? was given by Lane (following 
Diemer) as winning for White, but this 
is rather outrageous, since 9.2iba 10 
Wxb7 @Bc6 11 WS (otherwise the 
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white queen is lost) 11h (winning 
for Black!) is quite easy to see. 

b) 9 22! is hardly any better, espe- 
cially as after 9..2b4+! White cannot 
play 10 ¢3? because of 10..2xc3. 

¢) 93 defends the d.pawn, but then 
White has nothing for the pawn and 
9.447 10 Sed3 c5 11 Sez Whar 12.93 
We, as suggested by Wahls, sees Black 
early better. 


Most often played, but as noted 
‘above Black has several alternatives that 
need to be taken seriously. | would like 
to start with three moves that Wahls 
considers to be “interesting ways to re- 
turn the gambit pawn for a lead in de- 
velopment”. 

a) 7.7 8 Wxb7 Dcé (8.kc6? 9 
Abs Wd7? 10 Sxch Wxcé 11 We8 mate, 
from KStummer-G Studer, Rastatt 1955, 
is a well-known motif from the Englund 
Gambit) 9 bs b8 10 Wa6 Zb6 11 Wag 
was VHergert-MBraun, Simmerath 
1984, Wahls improved with 11..06 12 
bd e5 13 dxes Qxes “with a suppos- 
able decisive positional advantage”, 


But seeing as White has now won his 
pawn back, itis not necessary to run his, 
head against a wall anymore. Instead, 
normal development with 9 213 is re- 
quired. After 9..b8 10 a6 e6 (or 
40.2Rb6 12 Wd3 g6 12 e397 13 Be2 
Bb2 14.0-00-0 15 Ad? Bb8 16 Db3 with 
‘a.good position, B Schyberg-Te Johansen, 
Copenhagen 1999) 11 ez h6 12 0-0 
Ad6 13 Re3 0-0 14 Was Black is cur- 
rently stuck with a bad bishop on d7. Asa 
‘trump, Black may try to exploit the occu- 
pation of the b-file with 44. b2, as in 
PTocco-F.Caruana, Arco 2005, but then 
35 Qd2 neutralizes the pressure; eg. 
45..Wh4 16 g3 Wh3 (not 16..5xg3? 17 
231) 17 Mal followed by 2c4 and 2, 

b) 7..96 8 Bea (Wahls only has 8 
x7? Dd7 9 Sf e5 10 dees Tbs 11 
‘ds ‘Rho 12 93 Wys with a favour- 
able position for Black in W.Stamer- 
DBolte, correspondence 1984, but it is 
preposterous to think that a true gam- 
bit player will blindly snatch any pawn 
‘that he is offered) and now: 


bi) Preventing g2-g4 by 8.h5 is 
problematic because it weakens 96. This 
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‘can be seen after 9 Wxb7 (a better mo- 
‘ment to capture) 9,..2347 10 2f3 2.97 11 
WEE 0-0 12 Bh4 when 12_6xc2 nuns 
into 13 21xg6. Black can play 12..e6, but 
13 Qxfs exfs 14 0-0 fs still good for 
White (14 Bxg6 is worse as 14..Re8+ 15 
‘fi Dest 16 dxes Wdas 17 hf2 Wixcat 
18 fi Wda+ is only a draw). 

2) 8..WWc8 9 Ze2! (not yet 9 ga?l due 
to 9...R26!) 9..f6 ("closing” the f-file but 
Weakening the light squares; 9..g7 can 
now be met by 10 gal ste6 11 JRxe6 fre6 
22 Sift Bt8 13 Wha Extis 14 dxf and 
White will regain the pawn favourably) 
100-0 597, when TMcGrew-"K6-Krafty’, 
Internet Chess Club 1997, continued 12 
434 Qc6 12 Was Dds 13 a3 6 14 
Bae! 66 (after 14 cxd5 15 Hxe7+ £18 16 
fet! Deé 17 Dxe6+ dxcé 18 Zaxeé 
‘biy8 29 xds hs 20 Bc6+ Gh7 21 Exc8 
axc8 22 dibs Black does have some ma- 
terial advantage, but his position is no 
fun) 15 Sixe6 cxds 16 Oc7+ 47 47 Hee 
oS 18 Hxds+ £e6 19 Axes Axes 20 
‘kxe6+ Wxe6 21 Zxe6 and White was 
‘obviously much better. 

©) 7.061? 8 Wxb7 
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8.847 (probably better than 
8..Wh4r, when 9 didi Seg is given as 
“unclear” by Wahis, but after 10 Wc8+ 
Was 11 Wrd8+ dxd8 22 3 Ads 13 
igs 2g6 14 2d3 He7 15 ca c5 16 ds 
D)d7 17 Sixg6 hnxg6 18 dae6 fixe 19 Ze 
5 20h3 Eab8 21 Ad2, as in P.leisebein- 
PSchuster, correspondence 2004, | pre- 
fer White) 9 2f3 (Wahls only gives the 
cooperative 9 bs RbS 10.xd7+ soxd7 
11 Wxa7 Se4, threatening ..la8 to trap 
the queen, and forcing 12 d5 exds “with 
a positional advantage”) 9.246 (after 
Qundexc2 10 SKS Ad6 11 Axd7+ Sxd7 
12 0-0 White has good compensation 
for the pavm in view of the stranded 
black king) 10 S23 Sixd3 14 cxd3 0-012 
0.0 5 13 Wes We7 (13..We7 is better, 
though the interesting 14 Sigs! main- 
tains the initiative; eg. 14..0\f6 15 Zixfot 
gxfé 16 ea Rfd8 17 dxcs Ses 18 da 
with compensation) 14 8ixc7 xc7 was 
seen in one of Tim McGrew’s internet 
games, and here 15 2a3 Sb6 16 4 
leadstoa slight advantage for White. 

Black has tried a couple of others, 
but these are definitely inferior: 

4) 7.8xe2?1 8 Wxb7 Od7 9 bs 
makes it difficult for Black to complete 
his development properly. One would 
think that, following 9...Af5, the white 
forces will be thrown back by ..1b8, but 
Smith & Hall give simply 10 @f3 "with 
an edge for White". Funny variations 
arise after 10.0b8 11 We6 Real? 12 
Wed Exbs 13 0-0 06 14 ad! 25 (the 
rook needs to stay on fifth rank to pre- 
vent igs) 15 94 Bds 16 4 Sif6 17 Wag 
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d6 18 a3, when Black loses either the 
exchange or the right to castle with a 
favourable outcome for White in both 
cases, 

White can also try to prevent ba 
by 10 Hbu!?, but here Black has nothing 
to fear with precise play: 10.06 
(10,xb1 11 xd7+ sxd7 12 Wds+ 
Web 13 Wes+ Wd7 14 Wass Was 15 
Wxa7 f.e4 16 23 was good for White in 
EDiemer-Portz, Lindau 1948) 11 
Bxd7+ Sxd7 12 Wos+ (after 12 D3 
Black still cannot take the rook as 
12.dixb1? 13 Dest bes 14 We6+ be7 
15 a3+ Sef6 16 0-0+ wins for White: 
but instead 12.d61 closes ranks} 
12..c6 (not 42..e7? 13 ga! Sxb1 14 
Baas c5 15 xcs fo 16 g5+ £96 17 
2f31 and wins) 13 87+ Wc7 14 Bras, 
saxbi 15 fg #6 16 a3 We 17 Wrar+ 
Wc7 18 Was Wes 19 Wxc8+ Sxc8 20 
Sd2 Sxa3 21 Exba with a playable 
endgame. 

¢) Retreating to the starting position 
with 7_&c8 cannot work either, as after 
8 skc4 e6 9 2e2 White gets a dangerous 


e1) 9..2d6 10000021 Difg wF6 12 
203 g6 13 We2 Ws 14 23 a7 and 
now, instead of 15 We3 (which allowed 
25..WWh4 in MGegner-T.Blokisch, Dort- 
mund 2007), 15 295!? would have kept 
things going for White; eg. 15..26 
(25..n6? leads to a devastating attack 
after 16 @\xf7! Zxf7 17 Sixh6+) 26 We3 
and White certainly has compensation 
forthe pawn. 

£2) 9.447 10 0-10 ©f6, seeking to 
block the ffile, can be met by 22 gal h6 
32 @g3 e7 (12_2d6 13 hs is also 
ifficult for Black as 13.98 runs into 
24 Sxh6l) 13 2d3, and if 13..0-0 then 
+14 Sxh6l gxh6 15 Wf4 with a dangerous 
attack; e.g, 15.297 16 gs h7 17 Das+ 
Sh8 18 gE! fixg6 19 Wh6 Exft+ 20 Hx 
fSo8 21 Ata Wg7 22 Sixgs+ bg8 23 
8xg7+ bxg7 24 Dxe7 and White actu- 
‘aly emerges. a pawn up. 

8203 

8 Lcd is “sharper than 8 243” ac- 
cording to Sawyer. Yet, in his main Tine 
4.269 Bba (after 9 5h3 £e7 100-000 
32 Hb1 Qc6 it is not easy to find a way 
‘m rattle Black ~ something even Diemer 
temself acknowledged) 9..c6 10 “h3 
206 11 0-0 0-0 12 Ad3 the bishop 
moves to 3 after all, Here he gives 
22_Bxd3 13 exd3 Dd7 14 Digs AEG 15 
8h3 he 16 Zxf6 hxgs 17 Stxg5 from one 
st Tim McGrew’s internet games (which 
bbe eventually won}. While Black might 
‘even be able to hold the balance in this 
position, it is indeed a good idea to re 
‘sum the pawn in order to speed up his 
development. 9...A461 gains an impor- 
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tant tempo on the previous line, unless 
White decides to regain his pawn with 
10 Exb7, after which 10..0-0 11 Hb2 
047 with the idea of a quick ..c7-c5 is 
very comfortable for Black. 
Binds 

8..e6 was suggested by Gunderam, 
but after Diemer's 9 xfs exf5 10 hz 
96 11 0-0 Black has problems, 


9.06 

‘The traditional way of developing 
the bishop, but White is nevertheless 
able to create attacking chances. Alter- 
natively: 

a) 9..96 prepares to fianchetto the 
bishop with a possible idea of attacking 
the white centre with ..c7-c5 in the fu- 
ture. However, this is prevented with 
ease. After 10 2h3 £g7 110.000 42 
4ha3! Qc6 13 Rabi Hbs 14 q5 Wes 15 
‘Wes White's position is active enough 
to compensate for the pawn; eg. 15..b6 
26 Ibe skf6 17 Wha dixgs 18 Was £6? 
19 Wd5+ f7 20 Me6 and Black resigned 
in P.Leisebein-G.kneipp, correspondence 
1989. 
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b) 9-c6 (intending 10..¥e6+ fol 
lowed by ..Wds) is given in MCOZ2. Tim 
Harding elaborates further with 10 Ze2 
Ad7 11 0-0 AE 12 2q5 Web 13 “Fe 
Wifs, stating that “White cannot justify 
his pawn sacrifice”. | agree and offer 12 
bi as an improvement. Then Black has 
to think not only about his b-pawn, but 
also how to carry out his development 
in general. Practical tests are needed. 
20@h3 he7 

10.08.46 is bet met by 11 Wy4 g6 
(11..0-0 now fails to 12 thé) 12 thé 
6 13 0-0 He7 14 Raed c5 (after 
14,..f5 15 xfst gxfs 16 Wig7 Rfs 27 
‘8xh7 White tegains all the material and 
remains with the more active position) 
15 2g5 f5 16 Wha and White soon won 
in PLeisebein-SRatzmann, correspon- 
dence 1999. 
11.0-00-012 24 26 

Preventing a possible Z\fg-hs but 
weakening the dark squares. 

13.23 f5. 

Necessary, as White was threatening 
14.2n6. 

14, 0h6 He8 15 Zaea 6 16 2f6 
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White has definite compensation for 
the pawn: all his pieces are perfectly 
placed, while Black has problems to get 
his queenside developed. The game 
Nuuvenholt-PHultin, Borlange 1992, 
continued: 
16..c6 

After 26..23¢6 White should also play 
17 Wg3, as this time 17..<6f7 allows 18 
ds! exds 19 Zixds with the initiative. 

17 Wg3 fT 18 Ze3 Ga6 19 WIS 

Another, even stronger idea is 19 
Ag in order to exchange bishops and 
exploit the dark squares. Should Black 
try to evade the trade with 19.497, 
then 20 Wh4 h6 21 Sxh6 Bhs 22 Was! 
Exh6 23 Zixe6 gives White a decisive 
attack; eg. 23.2h7 24 2xg7 Bxg7 25 
Be7+ g8 26 Sxg7+ xg7 27 Set and 
28 He7+, or 23.Sb8 24 Bxfs+! ete. 
29..2:7 2086 245, 

I Black tries 20.957 to chase the 
imight away before playing ..d5, 
White has 21 xe6! xe6 22 8x5 with 
awinning position. 

21 Dxds cxds 22 gxfs gxfs 23 Whs+ 


White has won his pawn back, while 
his attack is stil going. it is obvious that 
he is clearly better. The game ended 
swiftly: 

2aullg8+ 25 ha Bg6 26 fq Bd? 27 
fed hg 28 Whs! Sxer 29 Wxh7+ Sas 
30 Wixg6 tha 31 Dxe6 Re7 32 Bgs+ 
e833 WxeB+ dxe8 1-0 


Retreating the knight to d6 can 
safely be considered the main line of the 
Diemer Gambit (and the Vienna De- 
fence). Theory in this variation has al- 
ready been developed up to move 20. 
Nevertheless there are still a few hidden 
resources which | would like to show 
you, 
Tate 

The only logieal continuation; White 
‘hreatens to capture the defending 
‘night and put the black bishop and b7- 
pawnen prise. 
786 

Besides the text move, Black has a 
large number of alternatives at his-dis- 
posal: 
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a) 7.847? is not helpful. White sim- 
ply plays 8 xd cxd6 (8..exd6 would 
allow 9 ®xb7) 9 &b5 46 10 d5 win- 
ning apiece. 

) 7..Sxc2? is far too greedy. After 8 
Het 2g6 9 dxd6 exdé 10 Wxb7 Dd7 11 
Dds misfortune comes via the cfile, 
Dileuba-J.Schenker, Ziirich 1981, con- 
tinued 12..8h4+ 12 g3 Wea+ 13 Qe2 
Sb8 14 Zxc7! de7 (the queen is obvi- 
ously taboo) 15 We SdB 16 S92! Wb1+ 
37 &f2 Bfs+ 18 Deta with a crushing 
position for White. 

6) 7.-21d721 plans to bring the bishop 
to the h1-a8 diagonal, but ultimately 
this proves ineffective: 8 &xd6 (simple 
development with 8 £d3 or 8 0-0-0 also 
gives White good play) 8..cxd6 9 Wixb7 
Ac6? (9..2c6 was necessary) 10 b5 
Sexbs 11 Oixbs Gast 12 bal Uxbas 13 
3 Wea 14 ds! a6 15 Ae2 axbs 16 Was 
Gc7 17 Hoi bas 18 Dabs kc 19 0-0 
and White won in EJ Diemer-Pick, 1949. 

@) 7..2ic6 seems to make sense as it 
blocks the h1-a8 diagonal and develops 
2 piece, but it also makes it easier for 
White to advance his d-pawn, some- 
thing he will put to good use: 8 0-0-0 e6 
(or 8.87 9 ds bq 10 Axdé! exds 14 
Eda winning material in B.8umberg- 
Kent, correspondence 2997) 9 4 igo 
40 ds exds 11 Dxd5 Ste7 (threatening 
12._he4, now that the e-file is closed) 12 
Ad3 0-0 13 h4 a5 14 xg6 fxg6 15 De2 
2f7 16 Wg3 with more than enough 
play for the pawn in F.Rinaldi-T.Mentel, 
correspondence 1999. 

€) 7-8 is too passive; with 8 0-0-0 
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and normal play White should be able 
to build an initiative that more than 
compensates for the pawn: 


€1) 8.969 e5!.Lh6+ 1010-011 
94 gives White very good attacking 
chances on the kingside. B.Bartsch- 
H.Meyer, correspondence 1949, contin- 
ued 11..8d7 12 ha Wc8 13 G22 when 
Black really was not to be envied. 

€2) 8..2d7 ance again hopes to block 
the file by transferring the knight to f6, 
but White can exploit the temporary 
confusion among the black pieces by 
playing 9 &xd6! oxd6 (9...exd6? loses to 
to eis Se7 11 ids) 10 2bs a5 43. FF, 
forcing 11..6, after which the light 
‘squares in the black camp are incredibly 
Weak; eg, 12 dd3 (or12 a4) 12.9613 
hg Was 14 h5 g5 15 h6! Za7 16 Whs+ 
‘std 17 WF7 and Black's position was no 
picnicin G:Tiers-R Filipovich, USA 1964, 

£3) 8..06 is well met by 9 d5! 86 (it 
is wise not to open the e-file: 9..exd5 10 
yxd§ ske7 nuns into 11 We3 with a dou- 
ble attack on ¢7 and g7 and 10..2\c6 11 
Al with the threat of 22 c5 is sirnilarly 
difficult for Black; no better is 9..te7 
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due to 10 £bS+!, when 10.xb5 14 
2xbs, 10.47 11 dxe6 and 10.847 11 
dxe6 are rather bad for Black, while af- 
ter 10..92f8 11 Dge2 White definitely 
has good compensation for the pawn) 
10 Deg Axeq 11 Wxed Kd 12 Rxd6 
cxd6 13 Abs+ se7?! (but 13.007 14 
dxe6 Web 15 Wixe+ fxeb 16 Kxd6 gives 
White the better endgame) 24 dxe6 fre6 
(14,.g5+ 15 ba Wrbs 16 ext7+ Sxf7 
17 93 also provides White with excel- 
lent attacking chances) 15 @f3 d7 16 
Wb4 e5 17 Bhet a5 18 Wa3 Wh4+ 19 
skbi Wha 20 Wd3 Bd8 was J.Dries- 
Goodberg, Netherlands 1956, and now 
simply 21 a3 Wes 22 Wxh7 would have 
‘been devastating for Black, 

f) 7..cB protects both the bishop 
and b7, but after 8 2xd6! Black can only 
choose between two evils: 


f1) 8_exd6 9 0-0-0 and now: 

£12) 9..2c6 is bad in view of 10 tbs, 
The simple threat of 11 d5 can only be 
parried by 10...0d7, but then 11 fa f6 
32 Ret+ did8 (Black is also toast after 
12..sef7 13 Soas deg6 14 Wa3+ sth6 15 
\d5t, while 12..de7 13 dS fs no bet- 


ter) 13 We3 gave White a commanding 
position in ALane-MTyner, correspon- 
dence 1982, which actually led to a 
quite aesthetic end: 13,.a6 14 &d3 Qa7 
15 @d5 Bb8 16 De7 2-0. 

£12) 9.e7 10 Ret c6 (Black needs 
to prevent 11 ds, as after 10..2%6 12 
Dds es 12 Oxe7 Sxe7 13 d5 gd 14 
Wea Wd7 15 kbs c6 16 dxc6 bxc6 17 
Axcé White wins) 11 Wg3 attacks the 
d6- and g7-pawns. Black has tried two 
‘moves here: 

#122) 44..8d771 12 Shot (12 Wxg7?! 
Wo8 is fine for Black) 12.45 13 “fa! 
dxc4 (23.016 14 Des+ dxe5 15 Exes 
eG is refuted by 16 Exe6! fxes 17 
Wxg7+ d6 18 Wes+ Ye7 19 Axds! 
ord5 20 Sxds+ éd7 21 Bf! or 
16..52xe6 17 Zea! and wins) 14 Dest 
‘e815 Dxf7! entails a long forced line 
which is good for White: 25..éxf7 26 
Zxe7+! Sxe7 17 Wxg7+ Sd6 18 Bese 
d7 (as in EJ.Diemer-Peters, correspon- 
dence 1956) 19 Wxfs#! c7 20 Wess 
be 21 West Gas (21.87? 22 Dds+ 
and 23 We7 is mate) 22 Wa3+ b6 23 
Daa+ was (both 23..,8c7 24 Wa3+ SaB 
25 Wig5+ &c7 26 Wes+ and 23.5 24 
48f1 also lead to a winning position for 
White) 24 bal c5 25 ca+ dé 26 Was+ 
Gc6 27 Wrcs+ ibd7 28 Wds+ dic7 29 
Dib5+ wbE 30 Dds and White is win- 
ning. 

£122) 11.9848 12 Of3 d7 13 23 
Sixd3 14 oxd3 (14 Exe72l abxe7 15 eat 
dB 16 cxd3 eB?! 17 Hxek+ sxe8 18 
Waxg7 weds 19 Waf7 %c7 20 2g5 gave 
White good attacking chances for the 


Vienna Defence 


exchange in SMarder-Mjoeborg, Upp- 
sala 1992, but itis hard to see what he 
has after simply 16..%c7!) 14..WdB 15 
Bez h6 and now, rather than 16 2f1?! 
2g5+ 17 ic2 d5 18 Axgs hxgs 19 Wd5+ 
‘£98 20 He7 46 when Black was clearly 
better in Esneiders-1Bystrom, corre- 
spondence 1970, 16 She 295+ 17 dic? 
would have good for White, since 
17..d5? now loses to 18 Wd6+ sog8 19 
Ress 

£2) B..cxd6 9 RbS+ Sid7 10 Ager! 
Lxb5 (10..96 is no better as Black can- 
not get his king to safety in due time; 
e.g. 110-0 f6 12 2ife ic6 13 Haet Dd7 
14 Bfds #f7 15 We3 e5 16 Axfél 1-0 
‘CHoey-i.Telega, Clairton 1965, in view 
of 16..2ixf6 17 dxe5 dxe5 18 Hxfé+! 
‘Sexf6. 19 Wxes+ £17 20 ca+ and mates, 
or 26..RxbS 17 Znd7+ Sxft 18 Exti+ 
g7 19 dxes! @xd7 20 6 with a deci- 
sive attack) 11 @xbs and Black has prob- 


21) 11.187 12 c4 De6 13 0-0 48 
protects the f-pawn, but Black still has 
severe development problems. After 14 
‘Dia a6 15 Oc3 g6 16 Safas White had a 
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crushing position in TPurser ATejler, 
torrespondence 1985. 

£22) 11..2ic6 12 0-0 2id8 (protecting 
the pawn without moving his queen 
to d7, but that presents White with an- 
other opportunity; note that 12.6 23 
04 g6? also fails to 14 Sixd6H! exd6 15 
Wxfo etc) 13 Zaei a6? (losing; but 
13.,26 14 2)f or 13.807 14 Diec3 a6 15 
‘25! are stil good for White) 14 26+! 
exd6 45 c3+ did? (Ar 15.Re7 16 5) 
16 Dus We6 17 WIS+ De6 18 Wixf7+ 1-0 
‘ANall-.Olsen, correspondence 1968. 

£23) 41.27 12 0-0 46 (Black tries 
blocking the file this time) 13 Zifal (af- 
ter 13.g4?! a6! 14 g5 axbs 15 gxf6 gxf6, 
as in AHalLEHerringshaw, Hastings 
1964, White should not have enough for 
two pawns) 13.26 14 \c3 #icé (not 
14.06? 15 Dhs Wes? 16 Axfor 1-0 
D.Wight-EJohnson, correspondence 
2006) 15 leds 0-0-0 26 Wb3 Aixds 17 
Gud5 £6.18 Df4 es 19 Bee Ze8 20 d5 
‘bs 21 Wxbs axbs 22 f3 and White 
went on to win in Peisebein- Weber. 
‘correspondence 2001. 
80-00 
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Regaining the pawn by 8 oxd6? 
2x6 9 Wxb7 would be wholly inconsis- 
tent, as after 9..“d7 and 10..0-0 Black 
enjoys a comfortable lead in develop- 
ment, the bishop pair, all the play, and 
he hasn't even had to sacrifice anything. 
86 

This move is essential, in my opinion, 
as it both blocks the h1-a8 diagonal and 
makes it harder for White to advance 
with dg d5. Alternatively: 

a) 8.477 Is still dubious, The idea 
is to answer 9.94 with 9..e5, but 10 gxf5 
exf4 14 Bets is awful for Black, and af- 
ter 11...8€77 12 f61 gxf 13 Dds he re- 
signed already in JStader-K Kaulich, 
correspondence 1955, 

1b) B..s2e7 allows White to target the 
{5-bishop straight away: 9 a4 ig6 10 
hal hs (this stops further advances but 
weakens g6; on the other hand 
10_.xh4 14 Sxd6! oxd6, as in Kaulich- 
Frélich, Berlin 1972, just loses a piece 
after 22 Exha! Wha 13 Wxb7 ete) 12 
2d31 hxga 12 Weaa dixd3 13 Bxd3, and. 
after 33.2ixh4 14 Zxhq Sxh4 a5 d5! 
White had a dangerous initiative in 
‘CRowan-K.Daniels, Dayton 1985. 

) 8..h5 prevents g2-g4 but makes 
castling kingside problematic, so White 
is more justified in taking the pawn: 9 
xd6 (otherwise 9 We3 is quite reason- 
able, but not 9 h3?! Xg4l) 9...Rxd6 10 
Wxb7 Od7 11 2yf3, and after 11..0f4+ 
12 bi bs 13 Wxa7 Has 14 Wb7 Abs 
15 We6 Mb6 16 Wa4 Ws 17 b3, White 
was a pawn up in B\Naeter-AGundrum, 
correspondence 1996. 


4) 8..2d7 normally transposes to the 
text, but Black has 4 few ways to devi- 
ate: 9 94 .g6 10 We3 Le? (Black should 
close the e-file as 10..01f6 would allow 
42.d51, when 12..We7 12 dxe6 Wxe6 13 
Wd4 207 24 2h3 is quite awkward for 
Black, and 11..41xg4 12 Wg3 es 23 Adz 
‘Wa7 14 h3 D6 15 Wxes+ Re7 16 Ret is 
unpleasant as well) 12 2if3 and now 
32..c6 reaches the position after 
42..0d7 in the main line, Otherwise 
Black has tried: 


da) 14..h62! is unnecessary prophy- 
Jaxis since g6-bishop is not in any im- 
‘mediate danger. In E.Diemer Bollinger, 
Geneva 1956, White rose to the occasion 
and played 12 dS! e5 13 Sixes ixes 14 
Aixe5 0-015 Wig 016 16 Axfo Wrf6 17 
‘Wxi6 gxfé, when he had won the pawn 
back with the better endgame pros- 
pects, 

d2) After 12..h5 White can play 12 
Des quite confidently as Black cannot 
temave the knight due to the pin on the 
defile, while 12th7 13 gxhs regains 
the pawn with advantage. Much worse 
‘is 12..4)f8? 13 d5! We8, as in RRaza- 


Vienna Defence 


Foulds, New Zealand 1955, when 14 
Bbs+ Dxbs 15 Aixbs would have been 
‘won for White. 

3) 11.00 is risky after 12 ha; eg. 
12..n5 13 Des Zh7 (of course not 
13..hxg4 44 xg6 fxg6 15 Wre6+ and 
wins) 14 gxhs fs 25 Wai Axha 16 
2igél fxg6 17 hxg6 sixg6 18 Wixgs WIE 
19 Wo4 Ah6 20 xh6 Wrh6+ 21 kbs 
fa 22 Whs Bale 23 oa Het6 24 Der 
‘Heg 25 Sd3 and White went on to win 
in G.Engler-W.Unzicker, Wangen 1968, 

dq) 11.46 12 Wxe6 217 (the attempt 
totrap the queen with 12.25 13 dxes 
27 fails in numerous ways, such as 14 
Qda! Gxe6 15 xeG We8 16 Axc7H! 
Wxc7 17 exd6 Sxd6 18 axd6 Whé 19 
S.c4 with a winning attack) 13 We3 0-0 
casted successfully, but after 14 ha 2ib6 
45 ds White had the better prospects in 
GStrobl-W-Unzicker, Graz 1960, 


984 

‘Again the most logical and danger- 
‘ous continuation, instead: 

a) 9 £43? was played in KKaulich- 
‘M.Xonopka, correspondence 1959, but it 
doesn't make much sense to eliminate 
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Black's only weak point. The game con- 
tinued 9..2xd3 10 Bxd3 Od7 11 Oh3 
and now 14..dte7 (instead of 11..Wa5) 
would have led to a very solid position 
for Black. Following ...1#7, vf and 
«astling, itis hard to imagine that White 
has anything for the pawn. 

b) 9 dS? is premature. This kind of 
move might have worked in the early 
days of the Gambit, but today such rash 
advances are swiftly countered; ie. 
9.ucxds and then: 

ba) 10 Oxds is refuted by 20..t64 
14 We3 exds 12 Hxds Re7!? (12..F5 13 
abbs+ 4c6 14 2f3 Wb6l fs also good for 
Black, e.g, 15 Wxb6 axb6 16 Exdé Sixd6 
47 Sxd6 Bxa2 as given by Wahis) 13 
AbS+ (13 Hd2 can be met by 23..0-01 - 
Soller; e.g, 14 Sixd6 &xd6 45 Wxe4 eB 
16 Wf3 Heit 17 Hd1 2f4+ mate. or 16 
Bxd6 Wgse! and wins) 23.06 14 
Dxcé+ bxc6 15 Bxd6 Lxdé 16 Bxege 
Sf8 17 DB Axes 18 Wxta Wie 19 
‘Wb4+ 98 20 Wb7 Bes with a decisive 
advantage (Simonovic). 

ba) 10 xd6 Sxd6 11 2ixds Wg5+ 
(better than 14_We8 which led to a win 
for White in KSoller-GStudier, Rastatt 
1955) 12 e3 (after 12 bi exds 23, 
Exds We7! saves the piece and wins) 
12.04 13 Wxb7 (or 13 Ab5+ O26 14 
SDxc6+ bxc6 15 Wxc6+ e7 16 Bd7+ sf 
17 Of3 dixe3+ 18 ba Zhe8 and Black 
was winning in JBorrat-ADarrigues, 
Creon 2007) 13.sixe3+ 14 bi 0-0 15 
Wra8 xa! 16 Bxga Sxc20l 17 xc 
Wes+ with a decisive advantage; eg. 18 
Sati Weeds 19 debt Oc6 20 Wib7 Ziba! 
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21 Wxa7 Begs 22 Hai Dic2+ and mates. 
unig 10 e3 


Black needs to prevent da-ds, as fl- 
lustrated by the following two exam- 
ples: 

a) 10..2d7 11 d5) cxds 12 Eads e7 
13 Bide We6 (or 13.2624 hal h5.15 Wa 
25 16 Sxes Sixes 17 Yds! Was 18 
‘Bxes+ Sas 19 W9s+ and wins) 14.8g2 
Was 15 Axd6 Ando 16 Wd4 e7, 
MEddlemon-D.Dél Rosario, correspon- 
dence 1997, when 17 2ibs! Wxb5 18 
‘Wxd6+ Se8 19 De2 would have given 
White a very strong attack. 

b) 20..hs 42 ds! cxds 12 Bxds 26 (or 
12..te7 13 Hd2 a6 14 D3 hxg4 15 Des 
)d7 16 2ixg6 OS 27 Wea fxg6 18 Wres 
‘and White won in “Birchbeer’-"Hornets”, 
Intemet Chess Club 1996; and 14 &d3! 
looks even better) 13 3 Ac6 14 Ags 
a7 15 gxhs dixc2 16 Lh3 D427 Deb 
fre6 18 xe Web 19 Adda! sda 
(19.1? 20 dds+ wins) 20 tds We7 
24 dal Wes 22 Bea Sf5 23 Sexb7 Zixa2r 
24 shda Oxc3+ 25 bxc3 1-0 Pleisebein- 
\V.Hergert, correspondence 1998. 


©) 10,.18b6 pins the d-pawn to the 
queen, but White can gain good play 
with 11 23f3 d7 12 Ges as in the main 
line; eg: 12.2xe5 (or 12.06 13 hg 
@ds 14 Axds cxds 15 Wa!) 13 Wxes 
0-0-0:14 2in4 Wc7 15 Bics Wb8 16 Was 
eB 27 hg sheg 28 Eh3 dads 19 Wes bs 
2025 Whs 21 a3 h6 22 a6 Wc7 23 
‘ag and White had a big initiative in 
GMeszaros-G Forintos, Zalakaros 1997. 
2223 2d? 

‘As usual it is dangerous for Black to 
castle too soon: e.g. 13..0-012 Bes Dd7 
33 4 46 14 Sxg6 hnxg6 15 Wh3 Das 
26 Oxd5 cxds 17 hs feg5 (or 17.95 18 
6! g6 19 h7+ sth 20 he5+ £5 24 Sexd6 
Wado 22 bt) 18 Bd2 Hea 19 hxgs 
fag 20 id3 Axda+ 21 Hxd2 Za 22 
xed dxe4 23 95 47 was played in 
Pleisebein-RRost, correspondence 
11998, and now after 24 d5 exds 25 Wb3 
Black would still have been in some dan- 


The most promising move here, par 
ticularly as it was not mentioned by 
Wahis at all. 


Vienna Defence 


a) Against 12 ha Wahls suggests 
I2-HSI? 13 Des (after 13 45? oxds 14 
Gxds exds 15 Bxd6 hxgs Black is 
clearly better; e.g, 16 95 23f6 47 Sbs+ 
‘18 or 16 Rxds gxfa 17 Lbs sefs 18 
xe74 Wxe7 19 Wxe74 toxe7 20 Bxd7+ 
6 21 xb7 eq 22 Bd7 Zhds and 
Black won in LTinture-W.Gresshoff, cor- 
respondence 1999) 13..f81? and now 
34 g5 surrenders the light squares, 
which is immediately exploited by 
14.85 15 Shg2 Oy6. 

b) 12 dS was the old main line. De- 
spite various different evaluations, it is 
neither good nor bad, and should lead 
straight to a drawn ending: 12..0xd5 13 
Qxd5 exd5 14 Sxd6 Ge4 (Black should, 
refrain from 14..2b6, because 15 a3! 
f8 26 Rei Reg 17 Ags Sxa3 18 
Wxa3+ We7 19 Wre7+ Sxe7 20 Dxea 
dxeq 21 Sxe4s is a very comfortable 
endgame for White) 25 Sxe7 (Wahls 
only gives 15 bs? Sxds! 16 gs We7 
47 ines deg 18 Sxd6 Wxd6 19 Bat 
Wes 20 tixd7+ SB “With 2 winning 
position” for Black) 15..Wxe7 16 b5 
cB (36..0-0 allows 17 Exds Back 18 
Ad3} OF6 19 Zag BieB 20 Zer Wes 21 
Bxeg Aixe4 22 sexed and White is clearly 
better) 17 c3 a6! (better than 17...xf3 
18 Sxd7+ xd? 19 Wxf3 Bcd8 20 
Raxds+ dick 21 (5 6 22 95 We6 23 gxf6 
gxfé 24 Wfa with a favourable endgame 
for White in EJ.Oiemer-W.Heidenfeld, 
Hastings 1957/8) 18 &xd7+ (and this is 
better than Sawyer's 18 her axbs 19 
Eads 0-0 20 Bda ‘ics and Black won in 
LPedersen-JYepez, correspondence 
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1997) 28,.Wxd7 (after 18..oxd7 19 
Bhe1 Shes 20 Wd4 White has sufficient 
compensation; e.g. 20..f6 21 Dd2 deb 
22 ixeq dxe4 23 Rxeq Wxes 26 Bd6+ 
abs 25 Bds+ Wixds 26 Wxd5+) 19 Ags 
‘We7 20 Dxed dxe4 21 Zhe2 0-0 22 Bxe4 
with equality and a quick draw in 
Plleisebein-D.Burk, correspondence 
1998. 
12...06 

12..0b6 13 h4 Bas comes to the 
same thing, while 12..0-0 transposes to 
11..0-0in the notes above. 
13 ha Dds 14 Dixds cxds 25 Dxgs hxge 


Alternatively White can keep his 
dark-squared bishop and play 16 243 
MB 17 nS gxhs 18 gxhs Aca 19 xed 
Mxe4 20 skb1, though after 20.5 21 
Mhg1 £6 22 h6 g6 23 Bh1 Th7 Black 
‘managed to hold in U.Gohla-F.Pink, cor- 
rtespondence 2004, 
16...\xd6 

After 16..9xd6 17 &bs+ Gf8 18 
Rafa We7 19 95 White has good chances 
con the kingside down the f- and h-files, 
17 Sb5+Sd8 
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17.28 is again answered by 18 g5. 
38 df 

Not now 18 gs7l, as this gives Black 
time to consolidate with 28..¢7! and 
19_Zaf8. The text was played in the 
game RBocancgra-P.Leisebein, corre- 
spondence 2003, which went on as fol- 
Tows: 
18...f5 19 hs f4 20 Wd3 gxhs 21 Exhs 
BixhS 22 gxhs 1146 23 h6 a6 24 Wh7 


it is not entirely clear whether White 
can win the endgame after 24..axb5 25 
Wa8+ c7 26 Wxa8 gxh6 27 Wass, but 
he can certainly try quite comfortably. 
25 Sga Se7 26 hag? Wf7 27 g8W age 
28 Wage Sixds 29 £27! 

Leisebein gives 29 243 03+ 30 da 
xgi 31 Wigi sf6 32 Wh6 segs 33 Was 
as clearly better for White. The problem 
with the e2 is that Black can advance 
his f-pawn with tempo. 
29..d.xga 30 Bixga f3 31 f2. 

White could have tried 31 WS#! (to 
prevent ..Wf4+) 32..cd7 32 Jef Wh7 33 
wed2 Wha 34 der Wh8 35 c3 with good 
chances to win the endgame; whereas 


now the activity of the black queen 
‘makes things more difficult and the 
game ends in a draw: 

32.llf4ge 32 soda sof7 33 Wb6 16 34 
Wes Wes 35 b3 fs 36 Wee Wes 37 
Woes sife 38 Whe Le7 39 Wes ed7 40 
a3 Wen 42 ber ge 42 thd Wher Yrs 


B: 5.g4-The Hara-Kiri Gambit 


5 g4 has been jocularly called the 
Hara-kiri Gambit (after the ceremonial 
Japanese suicidal technique) by Peter 
leisebein. As the name suggests, this 
line might not be as reliable as Diemer's 
5 fxe4, but on the other hand it is not as 
analysed and forced when it comes to 
reaching a drawn ending, if you are ina 
‘must-win situation, 5 94 should be your 
first choice. 

Sug 

Other bishop retreats make no sense, 
‘as White can regain the pawn and build 
‘a powerful centre: 

a) Suk 6 g5 Dds 7 Axes (7 fea?! 
2yxc3 8 bxc3 251 was perfectly acceptable 
for Black in ZEberth-A.Vaulin, Gyongyos 
1992) 7..€6 8 c4 and now Sawyer gives 


Vienna Defence 


Babg+? 9 er! winning a piece (Le. 
3-2ib6 10 5! followed by 11 a3). Obvi- 
‘ously Black doesn't need to be that coop- 
erative, but even so, compared with 
5.896 6 gS Dds 7 Dixea e6 8 c4 (see line 
82 below), the bishop on ¢8 is shut in 
‘which should not really favour Black, 

b) 5.27 seeks to bring the bishop 
to the hi-a8 diagonal, which is a rea- 
sonable idea in theory, but in reality the 
temporary loss of control over ds makes 
6 g5 even stronger than before. Black is 
left with the unfortunate 6..4ig8 (or 
6..2hs 7 fred g6 8 Ber 97 9 Zifs led 
to a picturesque position in P.Leisebein- 
‘Alammerding, correspondence 1999) 7 
fxeg e5 8 d5 and White is better; note 
how the g-pawn is restraining the black 
Kingside. 

©) 5.26 secures control over d5, 
tbut biocks the e-pawn and therefore 
prevents the critical counter-strike ..e7- 
€5 following 6 g5 Zids 7 fxe4! Zxc3 8 
bxc3. TPurser-RKerce, Armed Forces 
1980, continued &..c6 $ tg2 Was 10 
skd2 Qd7, when 23 d5! exds 12 c4 and 
13 oxd5 would have won a piece. 
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6 fa? has been advocated by Kloss; 
the idea is not to allow Black to take on 
3, but now White needs more time to 
regain the e-pawn ~ time that Black can 
put to good use: 6..e6.7 ha (if White 
really wanted to go after the bishop, he 
had do to it one move earlier as ihus- 
trated below; no better is 7 2g2 cs! and 
Black already has a good game, as sug- 
gested by Euwe) 7..hS 8.95 2id5 (the key 
difference from the main line is that 
hete White cannot take the e-pawn) 9 
Ace? 5 10 3 Ae6 22 ig? cad 12 
2d Ddbal 13 xc Qd3+ 14 Sf 
‘bxcé and White’s way of playing the 
opening was a complete flop in 
KohThage-RRenmert, correspondence 
2001. 


Despite being labelled “dubious” by 
Wahls, 6 hal? is quite ambitious and 
would probably my first choice in a 
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‘must-win situation, 
6.6 

This is Wabls’ recommended re- 
sponse, though there are various other 
replies that need to be examined: 

a) 6.uhS 7 95 Sd5 is equivalent to 
the main line B2 with the moves h2-hq 
and .h7-hs inserted. As a result the 
black bishop can no longer be harassed 
by the white pawns; on the other hand, 
should White be able to exchange it (on 
6), then Black's pawn structure will be 
a mess. Following 8 2ixea (8 fred?! Zxc3 
9 bxc3 e5 of 9._t:xes is fine for Black ~ 
compare the Kampars Gambit in line 
82) 8..£6 (8..c6 9 64 2c7 103 DA7 14 
2f4 eS with an exclamation mark was 
given by Euwe; nevertheless, after 12 
2ixge fxg6 13 d5 ics 14 We2 Axed 15 
xed | still prefer White), several moves 
have been tried: 


a1) 9 ca?l is premature: the c-pawn 
is often required to support da and 
should only moved to c4 if White has 
serious chances of advancing his d- 
pawn to ds, something he doesn't 
achieve here. For example, 9..2e7 (Black 


should refrain from 9..2b44? as after 
20 te2 the bishop is in danger of being 
stranded: €., 10...0b6 12 ¢51 Dds 12 a3 
Bas 13 bf2! 6 14 Dd6+ and 15 Sixb7 
with a clear advantage; but not 23 ba? 
due to 13.Sxea 14 fed 2e34, nor 10 
fz Db6 11 5? due to 14..2xe4 12 
‘fxe4 Axcs) 10 Wb3 (or 10 2g3 Dbc6 12. 
ez fs 12 Oxf Sixfs 13 2h3 2xh3 
14 @ixh3, as in a game S.Tartakower- 
Simonovich, when Milller suggested 
14..De7! 15 0-0 D5 16 kf2 se7 17 £4 
6 18 Wd2 g6 with a very nice position 
for Black) 10...bc6 11 Qe2 fs 12 he3 
Dixda 13 Dna Dxdd 14 dxds xd 15 
Wxb7 xed 16 fea Bd (or 2625117 
‘Wxa8+ be7 28 Wxhs Wxb2 with a dect- 
sive attack) 17 We6+ Ba7 18 Was+ sire7 
19 Zh2 96 20 Wb7 g7 21 Ze? des and 
Black won in FFarran Martos-\Magem 
Badals, Lleida 2009. 

a2) 9 Sica?t is best met by 9.26, 
keeping the knight on ds (instead Hard- 
ing gives the very cooperative Tine 
9..2b6? 10 Kb3 Ac6 11 3 Ad6 12 De2 
0-013 ig xed? 14 fxed g615 25 Le7 
16 Axhs! with a dangerous attack). As 
indicated above, White would like to 
exchange the g6-bishop with 2g1-e2-f4, 
‘but this is not possible while there is a 
black knight on dS, and with the bishop, 
‘on c4 it is not possible to drive the 
knight away either. After 10 De2 @d7! 
11 4b3 0-0-0 White will not be able to 
play c2-c4 under favourable circum- 
stances. 

a3) 9 Dez Zcé 10 3 Wd7 (more ac- 
curate than 10..ke7 11 Df Zxfa 12 


Vienna Defence 


xia with a slightly better position for 
White, as given by Lane) 12 fg 2ixf4 12 
4kxf 0-0-0 leaves White wondering 
where to put his light-squared bishop, 
‘a5 13 Sd3 runs into 13..e5, while 13 
bs a6 14 @a4 can be met by 14..ids! 
45 We2 (or 15 c2 eS! again) 15...xdal 
16 cxd4 exes 17 freq Wase-etc. 

a4) 9 €3 with 243 to follow was sug- 
gested by Gunderam. The only practical 
example | could find was D.Gedult-Jean, 
Paris 1965, which continued 9..“cé 10 
Abs Wd7 11 Der 0-0-0 12 ca ska 13 
Sf2 Db6 14 cs Aas 15 a3 and White 
soon won. 

More to the point is 9.4147, prepar- 
ing to attack the centre with ..c7-c5 or 
€6-€5. Gunderam gives 10 id3 c5 (or 
20..e5 12 Wb3 ©)7b6 12 Ze?) 11 Dez 
cxdg 12 Dida €5 13 Dbs Who 14 a4 
03 15 We2 with an acceptable position 
for White, but simply 12...e7 and ..0-0 
‘sees Black more ready to take the initia- 
tive, with ideas of _2c8, ..ib6 and 
Hes. 

5) 9 h3 is probably White’s best 
choice. 
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lane gives 9-2d7 10 c4 Dsbs 12 
2\l4 as better for White in EL.Diemer- 
‘Agstrom, Gothenburg 1958. The game 
continued 11..xe4 12 fred e5 13.5 
exfe 14 cxb6 Pxb6 15 Axfg abar 16 
shf2 Ad6 17 e3 when a slight advan- 
tage cannot be denied. 

Going back to move seven, apart 
from 7.205, the retreat 7..0¥fd7!? also 
‘has a point. The idea is to meet 8 fxeg 
with the standard break 8..c5, after 
Which Euwe gives 9 23 (9 dxe5 2c6 is 
what Black wants) 9..£d6 10 2f3 6 
“with an equal position”, but in view of 
the rather shaky white centre | prefer 
Black here. Therefore 1 suggest the 
reader has a closer look at Diemer’s 8 
‘We2I?, which has the plan of queenside 
castling, After either 8.exf3 9 Dxf3.{in- 
tending £3, 0-0-0 and gz) or 8.6 
9 Re3 €6 10 a3 (followed by 0-0-0) 
White has interesting play for the pawn. 

‘b) 6_.exf3, accepting the gambit af- 
terall, is more active: 


Sawyer’s comment on 7 h5?! is that 
“{t)he bishop cannot really be trapped 
without giving Black a great game”, 
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While | agree with this statement, his 
main line is not convincing: 712+ 8 
Sxf2 Deas 9.He3 Zinc3 10 bxc3 Was 12 
hhxg6! Wiha 22 gxf7s ext? (if 12.48 
13 2\f3 Wh6+ 14 g5 Wg6 as in H Frings 
WRichter, correspondence 1965, then 
35 Gh3! preventing b8-d7 would 
have been better for White; eg. 15..h6 
26 Wa3! Wxd3+ 17 dexd3 hxgs 18 Sixgs, 
while 15..Wxf7? 16 Des is rather terri- 
ble for Black) 13 213 (threatening to win 
the queen by 14 Regs) 13.06. Here, 
Sawyer quotes the game “Vanden- 
broucke”-"ThingTwo", Intemet 1995, 
Which continued 14 ies? sey 15 
Rade dB 16 7s ee 17 Dxhs sexaz 
48 Oif7 Sab2 and ended in a Black win a 
few moves later. However, 14 We2l is a 
strong move. White again threatens to 
win the queen, this time by 15 .g2 
Bh6+ 26 g5 Gas 17 Des+. The only way 
to prevent this is either to cover e5 or 
5, but both attempts are doomed to 
fail; eg. 14.247 15 $12 and the trap 
has snapped shut as the dark-squared 
bishop now covers 6, or 14.ndie7 15 
$3 95 16 Rg2 BH6 17 Des+ dg7 18 
Axb7 and White regains his. invested 
material with interest 

Unfortunately, Black can improve 
much earlier with 8.Je4 or, even 
sooner, 7...te4! which leads to a better 
game for Black, as the line 8 @ixeq xea 
9 Wxf3 Wxd4 10 c3. Wad! is a party 
pooper. 

Therefore White should opt instead 
for 7 #xf3, when there are a number of 
responses to consider: 


bt) After 7..2xc2? 8 Wxb7 Abd7 9 
Wo2 White already had a decisive ad- 
vantage in T.Taylor RTroestler, corres- 
pondence 2986. 

ba) Grabbing the d-pawn with 
‘7aixda? doesn't work either: 8 Wxb7 
den (or 8..Be4 9 We8+ Ws 10 KbS+! 
6 11 Rxcé+ Axcé 12 Wxc6+ Wd7 13 
hast) 9 Weds Was 10 Wades exds 12 
Dxe4 Sixes 12 Ag? and White is win 
ning. 

b3) 7..n521 has the problem that af- 
ter 8 g5 the knight can no longer go to 
ds. im HNielsen-T.Tronhjem, Denmark 
1972, Black tried 8,294 9'xb7 “d7 10 
Qs (20 Obs?! Be8 14 Axa7 BE and 
12.206 gives Black a lot of play for the 
pawn) 10..2¢8, but then simply 21 a6! 
would have won the exchange; eg 
44..he4 12 Bh3 Rad 13 Wxc8 ete, 

ba) 7.6 8 Abs 6 9 ds a6 10 
‘@xc6 axbs 11 cxb7 bs 12 stfa Wes+ 13 
@ge2 es 24 Dxee Wes 15 Wred 
)xed 16 W.xc7 Bxb7 17 a5 was seen in 
TSawyer-G.Coleman, correspondence 
2992; although White regained his 
pawn, the position has been simplified 
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too much in order to play for an advan 
tage. Should White want to try for a 
win, 16 aal? 2xb7 17 a5 with a danger- 
cus a-pawn running down the board is 
the way to play. 

5) 7.06. 


This is the move that has deterred 
most players from employing 6 hdl?, as. 
Bhs £xc2 9 Zh Wadg 10 Bxcz7! Wag 
41 Zig2 Wb6 12 Be3 Bas 130.0.0bd7 
24 g5 Des 15 Wg3, as in TSawyer- 
RBeardsley, correspondence 1993, and 
now 15,.2ixhs 16 #h3 g6 17 Sgd2 2.97 
leaves Black virtually winning. 10 e3 
Wsg4 11 Zxc2 is somewhat better, but 
after 11 Wxhs 12 Wxhs Axhs 13 0-0-0 
4ad7 14 23 Dhfs 15 Zed2 a6! White's 
initiative is evaporating, while Black has 
five pawns for the piece. Similarly, if 9 
We2 Wxdg 10 Bixc2 Wxg4 11 Wh2 bd? 
32 244, as in EJ.Diemer-Van Eybergen, 
comespondence 1957, then 12..2xh5 
(Sawyer). White may be able to fish in 
muddy waters, but he cannot deny be- 
‘ng worse here. 

However, 9 g5I? @d5 10 Zh2 @xc3 
11 bxc3 stad 12 Lcd is an interesting 
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suggestion by David Flude. White may 
bbe two pawns down at the moment, but 
his initiative cannot be denied. 

¢) 6..W8d6!? gives White a harder 
time, as he must decide how to respond 
tothe threat of ..ig3+. 


ci) After 7 hs? Big3+ 8 sez (not 8 
sed27? e341 9 texe3 nga 10 hd Af 
and wins) 8..exf3+ 9 2xf3 Red the 
bishop is saved while the white kingside 
is crumbling to pieces. 10 Dixeq Zixe411 
Was! keeps the game alive, but after 
an.Wf2+ (forced, since 1288xa4? 12 
ha, 11.222 12 Wb5+ 2d7 13 Zgs, 
31.)d6? 12 Rgt, and 11.767 12 
Wos+ Qbd7 13 Dest 0-0-0 14 £h3 all 
lose for Black) 42 dada 2ig3 13 Big Zicé! 
14 S2g2, threatening to trap the queen 
with ite3, Black has a strong resource in 
14Mxd4! 15 £e3 Wert 16 Wxe2 
Ddxe2 17 Bei 0-0-0+ 18 @d2 fs! 19 
Bxe2 fxg4! 20 Bet @xxhs obtaining four 
good pawns for the piece. 

2) 7 ite3 plans to meet 7..Wo3+ 
with 8 Sif, but then 7.-h5! (7..exf3 8 
Wet3 Wes? 9 Wxb7 Wxe3+ 10 Dige2 ed7 
14. Bh3 Req 22 d5 Wh6 13 Wxas was 
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successful for White in H.Nielsen- 
Nielsen, 1963) 8 g5 Dds hits the €3- 
bishop. After 9 Zxds Wxds 20 4 Was+ 
11 &d2 W6 12 Wags Wc6 13 Wh3 Das 
White had nothing much far the pawn 
in LNemeth-HHicdonmez, correspon 
dence 2007, 

€3)7 g2 may be the best reply, asin 
the main line below. Then 7..hs (White 
has nothing to fear from 7..g3+ 8 sft 
or 7..exf3 8 dixf3, and 7..h6 transposes 
to 6..h6 7 ig? Wd6) 8 gs Dds (8..fd7 
9 Gxeq WD6 10 f4 is better for White) 9 
2xea can be compared with 6..h5 lines 
above. The white bishop is unusually 
placed on g2, but on the other hand 
Black has to waste some time with his 
queen. 

Returning to 6..h6, White has tried 
several moves: 


7agar 

This would be my choice, even more 
so as Wahis doesn't cover it at all. In- 
stead: 

a) 7 hs?! doesn't make sense now 
that the bishop can retreat to h7, After 
7.8h7 Lane gives 8 g5 hxgS 9 &xgs 


Dba7 10 diq2 €3 11 We2 c6 12 0-00 
Gas 13 Wre3 Dds 14 Axds ads 15 
bi from Allen-Greeley, Kingsbridge 
2990, as being equal, but | think that 
Slack can do better by playing 9..Wd6! 
instead. Again, the threat of Wg3+ is 
quite annoying, and trying to prevent it 
by 10 Zh3 meets with 10.2f5. There- 
fore, White probably has to close the h2- 
8 diagonal with 10 4, but then after 
10.\bd7 Black's extra pawn on e4 is 
quite secure, 

b) 7 e3?l €6 is “clearly better for 
Black” according to Wahls, Let's look a 
little closer: 8 a3 (White needs to pre- 
vent 8..2b4; for instance 8 .g2 Sb4.9 
fz xc3 20 bxc3 exf3 11 Axf3 Deas 
22 sega Gxc3 13 Wer Ads 14 c4 Sixe3+ 
15 Wxe3 c6 saw Black two pawns up in 
GGunderam-FBorsdorif, —_correspon- 
dence 1957) 8.exf3 9 Bxf3 2xc2! 10 
Gxb7 Dbd7 11 g5 and now 21.Ziga! 
(instead of 11 xg5 12 xgs “hs 43 
tbs fid6 14 Zige2 he7 which was quite 
unclear in Rarsen-EHurd, correspon- 
dence 1963) 12 Sf4 Zb8 13 WF3 (or 13 
‘@sxa7 e5!) 13.-hxgs! 14 hxgs (or 14 £g3 
f5) 14 Zxht 15 Wht 2d6 keeps the 
pawn ina much better position. 

7.846 is another promising option, 
intending 8 2b5 Wd6 and 9..26, while 
the tempting 8 We2 2uda 9 ixdg Wixde 
10 Wb5+ fails to 10.2947 11 xb7 (or 14. 
di We3+ 12 te2 0-0-0) 11..We3+ 12 
Re2 Zb8 13 Wxc7 e6 14 Zd2 Eds, fol- 
lowed by 15..2¢5 with a dear advan- 
tage, 

¢).7 Dh is Lane's recommendation, 
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with the continuation 7.062! 8 2f4 Wd6 
9 e3 eS 10 Zixg6 fxg6 12 dxes Wxes 
22 f4 aS 13 95 hxgs 14 fxgs Dds 15 
Wag as in SElgstrand-KHonfi, cone. 
spondence 1959, which White won. 

The simple 7..exf3 8 Wxf3 c6 also al- 
lows White interesting play after 9 Zifal; 
for example, 9..sxc2 10 £h2 sh7 11.95 
Dds 12 g6! Sxg6 (not 12..\xc3? 13 
gxf7+! shxf7 14 Debs! thxe6 15 kh3+ 
dG 16 Wg3+ and mates) 13 Dexds 
cxd5 14 Dxg6 fixg6 15 Zita, 

But here, too, 7..2c6! looks good. Af- 
ter 8 &bS e6 9 Aifa (or 9 g5 hxgs 10 
hxgS hs!) 9..8d6 10 freq neg 12 
igi 0-0-0 White had less than nothing 
for the pawn in K.Boese-AXiprov, corre- 
spondence 1961. 

Returning to7 ga? we have: 


a) 7..exf3 is what White wants; after 
8 ixf3.c6 9 )h3} 6 10 Sif4 White had a 
nice initiative for the pawn in M.Baroja- 
JArruti, San Sebastian 1995. 

) 7.896 aims for ..Wq3+ again, but 
after 8 xed Axed 9 fred Wo3¢ 10 sift 
‘©xg4 11 Wa2! the invaders are them- 
selves in difficulties, |Vyzharov-x Stuart, 
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correspondence 2006, continued 11..e5 
(22..2c6 22 e5! shuts the queen in and 
12,,2xda 13 Wyda 2d8 is easily met by 
14 e21, while 23.186 12 ¢5 Wa6+ 13 
‘We2 Wxe2+ 14 \xe2 c6 15 hs! leaves 
the black knight stranded) 12 <h3 
Dh2+? (but after 12..HI4e 13 Wh ext 
14 xf White regains the pawn with a 
clear advantage) 13 Sxh2 ®xha 14 Wf 
with the decisive threat of 263. 

©) 7.46 8 es (after 8 a5? exf3 9 
Bxf3 Dba 10 Aid4 e5 12 We2 Ke7!, asin 
FBorsdorif-kronenberg, correspondence 
1965, even Diemer acknowledged that 
Black has a clearly better position) 
8..0xf3 9 Wxf3 6 1000-0-0 tba 12 Dige2 
was seen in H.Van Rietbergen-Vani Ey- 
bergen, Amsterdam 1956. Black now 
chose to follow-a plan towards queen- 
Side casting after 11_2xc3 12 Puc3 
We7, but just in time White played 23 
a5! (13 hS h7 14 g5 is also promising) 
33.2ixds 14 Zixds exds 15 Hxds Dies 
16 Wg3 16 17 dics eo 28 Bet SF7 19 
axes! with a crushing position. 

4) 7..£6 is the most solid move, but 
‘then White can regain the pawn and 
temain with a much better structure 
than usual, even more so as Black has 
no teal way to threaten jt After 8 fxe4 
‘Bb4 9 05 exc3+ 10 bxc3 Ded 11 Der 
White reached a fine position in 
HiNielsen-Afrederiksen, correspon 
dence 1976. For the sake of complete- 
hess, it should be noted that Black im 
mediately went wrong here 12..f6?, 
when 22 Hd £5 13 fa was even better 
for White, 
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This is the main move for White, who 
plays simply to regain his pawn, The 
obvious downside is that his structure is 
less than ideal. 

6.245 

‘The most popular reply, if not quite 
the only one: 

a) 6\g8?1 intending ..h7-h6 is du 
ious: after 7 fxea h6 (7.06 8 ha he fails 
to 9 h5! hxg5 10 hxg6 Bxha 22 gxt7+ 
Sexf7 12 $34) 8 292 €6 9 ha hxgs 10 
xg5 Dxht 11 Sxhd bg 12 Zige? 26 
13 Be3 @d7 14 Wd? 0-0-0 15 0.00 
2ige7 16 f3 White had the better 
prospects due to his strong centre in 
MFriedrich-W.Janes, USA 1975. 


the rim in immediate danger due to the 
threat of 8 f5, Black can save the piece 
with 7.25 (after 7..e6 8 Se2 &b4a 9 
Bxhs &xhs 10 Wixhs Whd4 11 Dgez 
‘Wbs 22 Gh3 White went on to win in 
NKampars-W.De Atley, correspondence 
1957), but 8 fxes (now 8 fs? xfs 9 
xhS exdd is actually bad) 8..n6 9 Wgd 
Be7 10 2ixe4 was still slightly better for 


White in K.Kaulich-F. Baumbach, corre- 
spondence 1965. 

¢) 62)fa7 is a “solid alternative” ac- 
cording to Wahls. The familiar idea is 7 
fea es! 8 ds “and now &2¢5, 8.4 
and 8.,h6 are good” according to Wahls. 
However, Diemer's 7 We2!? is interest- 
‘ing, Practical tests are still rmssing. 


7 fxea?! Dxc3 8 bxc3 is the Karmpars 
Gambit. In my view, this line is. prob- 
‘Jematic in more than one way: 

a) 8..c5! is strong, After 9 Df3 exda! 
4cxd4 Gb4+ 11 22 (or 11 F271 Sxea 
42 We2 We7 13 2920-014 Wes eB 15 
63 £d6 16 Sei Wd7 and Wahis cannot 
find any compensation at all, and nel- 
‘ther can |) 12..2xd2¢ 12 Wxd2 Sixes 13 
‘Wes We7 (but not 130-07 14 Wxe4 Een 
45 Des) 14 Sf2 ids White doesn't have 
‘enough for the pawn, 

Instead, 9 Wd3 1s given by Sawyer, 
Ibut he doesn't mention 9..exd4l 10 
exda cS! 11 ds (after 11 c3 cxdg 12 od 
Rbgr 13 G12 Dc6 the white centre is 
falling apart; eg. 14 Ebi 0-0 15 2h3 
We7 16 Sg2 “xda!, while 15 292 runs 
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into 15...4c5) 11.48d6, when the dark 
squares are incredibly weak; e.g, 12 292 
0-0 13 De2 Hes 14 0-0 (after 14 ca?! 
Wahls gives 14...Hie7 15 213 es 160-0 
9id7 17 Sd2 dav 18 sha ies 19 We2 
Axc3 20 dixc3 Wxgs) 24.87 25 4g3 
4 16 Wf3 4)d7 and White is strategi- 
cally lost. 

b) Even accepting the gambit with 
8 fixed Is possible. after 9 21f3 g6! 10 
Wer dkc6 11 Stg2 4ig7 12 0-0 0-0 White 
has no real way to make progress; eg. 
13 a3 ZeB 14 Ges Lixg2 and white 
has no time to play 15 xf? in view of 
15..2xf1, which only leaves 15 Wyg2, 
but after 15...ixes 16 dxes Wd7 Black is 
more than fine. 

7-26! 

This straightforward development, 
planning ..27-€5, looks best here. Alter- 
natively: 

a) 7..2)47 also has the idea of .€7- 
5. White should not be tempted by 8 c4. 
2\Sb6 9 Ke3 €5 10 Hd2 exdg 11 Rxd4 
We7 12 6-0-0 000 13 Eet as in 
‘AWaliroth-P-Firmenich, correspondence 
1951, since 13..b4! 14 c3 Wad (Die- 
mer) is quite nice for Black. 

Instead, he should play 8 h4, obtain- 
Ing a favourable version of the 6 ha line 
above. For instance, after 8..h5 9 4 
Dsb6 (or 9...2ib4 10 a3 Zeb 11 Re3) 10 
W3, while B.e5 9 hs Axed 10 fred Safa 
2 dont extg 12 94 e7 13 OF30-014 
Wexf4 led to a massive advantage for 
White in ESneiders-Caruthers, corre- 
spondence 1965. 

b) 7.6 is also commonly played. 
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‘Then 8 c4 is Sawyer’s main line, but | 
don't like this move that much. After 
8..0e71 (8.2b6 9 Re3 “847 10 ha 
Aabge 21 Sef2.0-0 12 ¢5 ds 13 a3 Pines, 
14 dxe3 Axed 15 fed from N.Kampars- 
Wehrley, Milwaukee 1955, would justify 
White's play) 9 @g3 (9 &g2 Abe6 10 
‘De2 DFS 11. d5 Rba+ 12 2 0-0 would 
be excellent for Black — Diemer) 9..\bc6 
20 ez fs 11 Dixfs Axfs 12 Shs 
Bxh3 13 @xh3_—_(S.Tartakower 
Simonovic, Paris 1954) 23...2e71 (Miller) 
14 0-0 Os 15 f2 Re7 16 4 6, Black 
will open the h-file by ..g7-96 and ..h7- 
6 with excellent play. 

More to the point is 8 ha, Then 8..h5 
returns to line B1, but there are various 
other moves to be examined: 


bt) White is not the only one who 
should avoid advancing his cpawn 
prematurely: 8..c5?1.9 £bS+ %ic6 10 4 
@c7 11 dexc6+ bxc6 12 Wad Axeq 13 
‘fixed xd 14 Wxc6+ Wd7 was played in 
E..Diemer-Kiupel, correspondence 1955, 
and now 15 Wxd7+ ixd7 16 fe would 
have left Black stuck with two inferior 
minor pieces. 
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2) Passive play is not recommended 
either: after 8..c6 9 hs 2f5 10 c4 bay 
11 G2 Axed 12 fred De7 13 3 05 14 
a3 a5 15 Wage d7 16 dac5 with 2e3, 
b2-b4 and di to follow, White had a 
big advantage in ESneiders-RBurton, 
correspondence 1960. 

3) 8.AK6 9 dibs Dde7 10 hs fs 
11 cf a6 12 Bad bs 13 cxbs Yixdg 14 
bra6t Giec6 15 ihe3 dibar 16 wf2 was 
also good for White in E4.Diemer-Wolte, 
correspondence 1955. 

ba) At one point Andrew Martin 
thought that 8..Rb4+ 9 3 dixed 10 fxe4 
2xc3 would be “good for Black”. | am 
not sure how one would arrive at such 
assessment, given the line 21 bxc3 
Bxc3+ 12 a2 Wide 13 xc Weed 14 
‘bf, when the bishop is clearly better 
‘than the three pawns (“and Black must 
Tose” — Diemer), while after 13..Bxe4+? 
24 We2 Bxhi 25 3 0-0 26 Wes 16 17 
Wxe6+ White won easily in B.Roos- 
Randelhoff, correspondence 1956. 

bs) 8.£.d62! has the problem that 
after 9 5 25 10 cé both 10.,21b6 and 
107 lose a piece to 12 5. Black 
might have hoped to be able to play 
9.-dixed 10 fxeg S.g3e, but then 41 diez 
2\b6 (not 11.4\f4+7 12 sofa Wxgs 13 
Dh3! WoxhS+ 14 coxg3 Wedd 15 UbS+ 6 
26 Exda OhS+ 17 wha or 23..0ha 14 
dixfg xfa 15 Abst c6 16 Oxfa and 
White wins a piece) 12 2ig2 5 13 Wd3 
fg 14 fa exfa 15 Of3 e626 ds 
ibs 17 Bag 0-0.28 h6 also led to a teri- 
fic position for White in ESneiders- 
H.Coss, correspondence 1962, 


Now 8 cA? is bad due to 8..Aidb4 9 
45 Qd4l. It is surprising that Sawyer 
doesn't mention this move, even though 
‘it was already known to Diemer; after 
10 d3 6 11 £b4 (or 11 e3 coeds 12 
exds Was 13 214 Gifs) 11 cxd5 12 
‘Sxds dxea and Black is decisively better. 
Alternatively, 9 a3 runs into 9...8xda! 20 
axb4 dixes, when S.Spina-H.Humme- 
ling, correspondence 2003, continued 
411 BS (no better is 11 Wxd4 Quad 12 
fxeg Deat 13 d2 Dxar 14 Sc3 g6 15, 
Of3 g7+ 16 e5 fol) 12..Wxda+ 12 
Sxd 0-0-0+ 23 wer Db4 14 Bxa7 Sbs 
435 B6 cxb6 16 Bad ic2v 27 Sf2 6 18 
Bfa¢05 19 Bxes+ Ld6 20 Sxd6+ Bas 
24 Ba2 Bd2+ 22 &e2 Dd 23 Bar Bes 
24.Bd1 Oxf! and White resigned. 

The calmer 8 c3 is met by 8..e5! 9 
Wb3 Bhs 10 dxes Axes 11 Wade c6 12 
aa7 Dxf3+ 13 Dxf3 fives 14 2g2 2d6 
and Black fs better. 9 tbs is not men- 
tioned by Wahis, but it's no improve- 
ment: after 9..Aide7| 10 dte3 (10 Sez 
end 11 Wxd4 a6 12 Bxds+ Oxds 13 
Bag bs 14 Bc2 Des 15 ta Sd3+ 16 
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xd3 Hxd3 is also good for Black) 10..a6 
11 diag bs 12 &b3, as in DSchiller- 
MScheele, online game 2003, the sim- 
ple 12..exd4 would have led to a clear 
Black advantage. 
8.06 9 Sxc6+ 

9 De?! would allow 9..8d7 10 ca 
(or 10 0-0 a6 12 a4 b5 12 Sb3 Mas) 
10...06 followed by ..a7-a6, and Black 
gains the two bishops while maintain- 
ing his pawn structure. 
9uubxC6 10 De2 5 

Black fights for the initiative at the 
slight cost of one of his weak pawns, 
11 dxes ba 12 hes 


it is quite natural to protect the 
pawn. Wahls only gives 12 i2c3 Wxdi+ 
13 txdi 0-0-0+ 14 kd? h6 15 gxh6 
Exh6 26 a3 Sc6 17 wea Tha “with a 
dangerous initiative”. 

I2.die? 

Now 12. Wixd1+ 13 dxd1 0-0-0+ can 
be answered by 14 dct! as in 
W?Parwicz-iTroskie, correspondence 
2006, which continued 14..2e7 15 h4 
6 26 gxh6 gxh6 17s 7 18 d2 6 
19 ba Hhg8 20 &xh6 f5 21 24c3 “xb4 
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22 shb2 5 23 f4 e4 24 Bada Hxda 25 
Budi SxS 26 Sig5 and White was 
Glearly better. 

The text was played in G.Marquart- 
SKoch, correspondence 2000, For the 
moment White is a pawn up, but it is 
difficult for him to finish his develop- 
ment. 

13 a3 Dds 14 2e1 5 15 Adal Wes 

Obviously 15..fxea? runs into 16 
2x06 Wd7 17 Bids! 

16 \g3 Axc5 17 Pidafs 0-018 Tih4 2e8 
19 We2 Zb8 20104 e7 


Pray 

| would have preferred 21 2g2 here, 
in order to deny the black knight the (4- 
square. In my opinion, White should 
then be able to consolidate his position, 
21.04 22 xt Kuta 23 Oige fs 24 
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baas! 

Now Black creates counterplay. 
25 bxas Wa6 26 0-0 Zb3 27 Dd2 Zb2 28 
‘Sfba Exbat 29 Bxba Sxgs 

Not only has White's advantage 
completely vanished, his wrecked pawn 
structure means thal Black is already 
preferable here with the two bishops. 
White manages to draw the ending, but 
this fs of no further interest tous... 


‘Summary 

Due to its relative popularity, this chap- 
ter on the Vienna Defence is the most 
‘important one to study when looking at 
possible ways of declining the Blackmar- 
Diemer. 

Im reply, Diemer’s own 5 fxe4 con- 
tains a lot of pitfalls, but even after the 
surprising 22 4)e5!? in the 6..0\d6 main 
line, a well-prepared Black player will 
probably be able to hold his own. 

‘More ambitious, but also more risky 
is the Hara-Kiri Gambit with 5 94, Some- 
times White may even be a pawn up for 
a change, but in the long run Black will 
have the superior structure, On the 
other hand, the position is at least un- 
balanced, which may allow White to 
utplay his opponent. 


Chapter Seven — 


-. Minor Fifth _ : 


Ain Moves for Black 


244.05 2 04 dxeg 3 2ic3 D6 4 £3 exf3 5 


We have now reached the part of the 
book where Black truly accepts the 
Backmar-Diemer Gambit with 4..exf3. 
Many systems that he may choose after 
5 Gixf3 are covered in subsequent inde- 
pendent chapters, but there are also a 
few alternatives of lesser importance 
that must nevertheless be considered. 


ventured 


Black has occasionally 
other moves as well: 


a) The Holwell Variation 5.81469? is 
Tot as dumb as it looks. Comparing the 
position with a line from the Scandina- 
vian Defence, 1 e4 d5 2 exds Wxds 3 
23 Was 4 dg Df 5 DFS, we see that 
White has one.extra move for the miss- 
‘ing f-pawn, He should try to exploit this 
by playing 6 Des and then: 


(see foliowing diagram) 


a1) 6..2bd7? seeks to trade the 
knight on e5, but White has 7 Sbs Wbe 
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8 ica Wess (or 8..18c6 9 d5 and Black is 
lost) 9 te2 &d8 20 0-0 with a great po- 
sition in W.Parwicz-1Simmelink, corre- 
spondence 2005. 


a2) 6.46 7 Obs Wds 8 bf4 is 
hardly better; e.g. 8..2d5 9 Wf3 €6 10 
cd a6? 11 @xcé bxcé 12 Qxd5 and 
again White wins. 

3) 6..e6 is Rybka’s suggestion. it 
was also played in H.Tiemann-IHolwell, 
correspondence 1991, which continued 
7 Rf4 WS 8 84 Sxc4 9 Pinc4 Bess 10 
‘De3 Wa7 11 WF3 Zcé and now, instead. 
of 12 d5 2id4 13 Wat Obs 14 Dxds 
Webs which led to a win for Black, 12 
0-0-0 would have given White massive 
compensation for the pawn. 

a4} 6..a6, ruling out bs, is the most 
‘tenacious move, The only practical ex- 
ample available is O.Orschiedt-R Markus, 
correspondence 2002, which saw 7 fa 
Wb6 8 Yc4 Wa7 9 Oxc7 b5 10 exbe 
‘Bxb8 11 Hes Was 12 Wd2 ba 13 Dda 
Dea 14 Wis f 15 De6 Bhs 16 ds Bxcb 
17 dxc6 Wixeb 18 Wf3 es 19 ©f2 2b7 20 
Sixes Wredy 22 Gres dined 22 Rxas 
xg? 23 Hgt £c6 24 a4 when White 
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won after a long fight in the endgame, 
However, it was not necessary for Black 
to play that way, as after 7..2ic61 there is 
‘no teal way for White to exploit the vis-a- 
vis of his bishop and the black queen (8 
£.c4 €6 9 4)g6 is met by 9...Wb4! 10 2)xhB 
‘Wxc4), Therefore, | suggest 7 Le2 6 8 
2 xc6 Wxc6 9 0-0 when Black has to think 
how about development; ¢9, 9.e6 10 
Rf3 D6 11 Pag Wa7 12 c4 47 13 Al 
she7 14 2e5 0-0 15 g5 and White has 
{9004 play for the pawn. 

'b) 5.06 fs the Ritter Defence. White 
should immediately exploit the weak- 
ened light squares with 6 \e5! 2b7 7 
.bs+, when S.Schork-MHuber, Germany 
(rapid) 2000, saw 7..c6 8 813 Was (after 
8.87 White should play 9 2¢4 &6 10 
0-0;€.9.10..Dibd7 11 Sixt7! xf 12 Dea 
16 13 fa Bc8 14 Raet with a massive 
attack) 9 fa We6 10 d5! cxbs 11 dxe6 
Sixf3 12 exf7+ Sd8 13 gxf3 ba 14 0-0-0+ 
HcB 15 Dbs e6 16 Bhes fd7 17 “xd7 
Dxd7 18 Exe6 SB 19 Les mate. 

¢) 5...2ibd7 is the Schlutter Defence, 
which at least prevents Qe. in reply 


1) 6 Bc4?l Db6 7.2b3 26 80-0519 
a3 cxd4 10 Axd4 Bc5 11 2e3 0-0 led 
to a good game for Black in the com- 
puter game Averno-32-MAD-005, 2003. 

€2) 6 @43 c5! 7 23 (after 7 ds Ab6 
8 AbS+ Ad7 9 a4 a6 10 Axd7+ Wxd7 12 
Ges WG 12.2.4 Dbxds 13 Pxds Weds, 
White: lost his d-pawn in LHucks- 
“polgar28”, Internet Chess Club 1999) 
7..e6 can be compared to the Euwe De- 
fence (5..06) where the bishop is mis- 
placed on 3; for instance, 8 Wd2 227 9 
9-0-0 0-0 and White cannot build up 
‘enough pressure. 

£3) 6 kgs is my recommendation, 
with a position that occasionally arises 
in the Veresov Opening (2.d4 @f6 2 13 
5 3 Ags Dbd7 4 eal? dxea 5 £3 ext3 6 
xf3). Now most options lead to other 
systems with Black committed to 


31) 6..6 7 d3 Le7 or 7 Wd2 e7 
transposes to the Euwe Defence (see 
Chapter 8, line A3 and note ‘e' to lime 8 
respectively). 

€32) 6..96 is a sort of Bogoljubow De- 
fence. Then 7 2c4 297 8 0-0 leads to 
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.g5 positions (see the notes to line A in 
‘Chapter 9) in which ..bd7 is not the 
critical set-up for Black, who usually 
does better with ...c6 or a quick ..c7- 
5. Alternatively, 7 Wd2.2g7 is similarto 
the Long Bogo and may directly trans- 
pose if White follows up with £h6. 

33) Inserting 6.-h6 7 Sif4 doesn't 
help Black, since if he then plays 7..e6, 
tte? and ..0-0, he has to watch out for 
a bishop sacrifice on h6 (eg. 8 d3 stb4 
90-000 10 Wd2 ds 11 Axh6! etc, as 
in ADries-LKragten, correspondence 
1985), while after 7..96 8 Wd2 the pres- 
sure on the hé-pawn prevents Black 
from castling at all 

34) 6.06 is a typical move in the 
Veresov but is less appropriate here, 
since Black's aim in the Ziegler Defence 
is to develop his tight-squared bishop 
first (see Chapter 12). After 7 Wd2 €6 8 
2d3 Was 90-0 Lb4 10 Oxf6 Oxi6 11 
Ses he 12 Whe xc3 13 bxc3 Was 14 
Wg3 WIE 15 Ag6! fxgé 16 Aixgé White 
had a very strong attack in J Fletcher- 
‘MaAdams, Welsh Ch, Ogmore by Sea 
1992. 

4) 5.447 has little purpose, doesn't 
have a name, and seems only to have 
been played in one game (perhaps Black 
wrote down the wrong move). The most 
likely outcome is a sort of Euwe Defence 
(after ..07-e6) with the bishop strangely 
committed to d7. DAttig-Hullsiek, cor- 
respondence 1992, proceeded with 6 
ica (6 £g5 makes sense too) 6..2c6 7 
0-06 8 Sigs e7 9.d521, when 9..2ixd5 
10 Oxds Zixds 10 exds 0-0 would have 
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solved Black's problems. instead of ad- 
vancing the d-pawn prematurely, White 
should just play 9 Wd2, waiting to see 
how Black might try to relieve his ex- 
tremely passive position. 

¢) 5ua6 is mainly known as the 
Gedult Defence, although the move 
(and the ideas behind it) were devel- 
‘oped by Gerhart Gunderam, who ana- 
lysed a few lines in his book on the 
Blackmar-Diemer. 

1) The main idea is to answer 6 ica 
with 6..b5; eg. 7 2b3 cs! 8 aa (8 dxcs 
Wxdit 9 xda &b7 10 00 6, 
BReichardt-S.Paschmann, correspon 
dence 1980, was also nice for Black) 
8.049 @a2 bg 10 De? eG 11 Dif ds 
12 Zixds Wxds 13 We2 b3 14 oxb3 oxb3 
15 bi 6 and Black was better in 
‘Wjeschnjekowski-D.Gedult, Paris 1975. 

2) | would again recommend 6 £95 
(not analysed by Gunderam), when it is 
hard to see any variation in which ..27- 
a6 is mote useful than £95. Even 
6_2\c6 is no good, since 7 45! (obviously 
7 kbs, asin Tine A below, is not possible 
here) 7..2b4? loses to 8 Sxfé and 9 a3. 
One amusing example was "dR" 
“Aadje", online game 2004, which saw 
6.846 7 Wa2 Hess 8 De5 bS 9 Ke? 
4tb7 10 0-0 Aibd7 11 xf6 Dxf6 12 We3 
Wb 13 a4 ba 14 a5 Wd6 15 Dbs! axbds 
16 Bxb5+ c6 17 a6 cxb5 18 axb7 Zb8 19 
Bas Dd7 20 Dxf7 and Black resigned. 


As 5.0206 — 


The Pietrowsky Defence 
The Pietrowsky Defence is very provoca- 
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tive: White is invited to gain further 
space with 6 d5, which seems even more 
attractive as it attacks the black knight 
{and therefore wins time). However, it is 
quickly evident that after 6.2iba! the d- 
pawn is a weakness, and even though 
White can avoid further losses, he will 
not be able to avoid further exchanges, 
Therefore, 6 bs is the correct move. 
Then the problem for Black is that not 
only is 7 45 now a real threat, White also 
threatens to cripple his pawn structure 
by 7 Sxc6+. Although Black can avoid 
immediate positional disadvantages, 
his position remains passive, and with 
accurate play White should emerge 
with an opening advantage. 


As Black could also have reached this 
position via the Lamb Defence (4..2c6 5 
tbs exf3 6 Zixf3), | will not bother ana- 
\ysing alternatives, especially as the text 
is promising for White. 

6.247 

Other means of negating 7 ds allow 
White to capture on c6. Both 6..a6 7 
Rxc6+ bxe6 8 Ne5 #67 90-0 e6 10.02.95 


(0 2e3 is probably preferable) 10.6 
12 e3 £d6 12 WI 0-0 13 Radi Dds 
14 ®e4 from P.Leisebein-S.Seckler, cor- 
respondence 2003; and 6..e6 7 2xcé6+ 
bxc6 8 Zie5 &b7 9 £e3 dé (or 9..Re7 
100.000 11 WY3 ids 12 Med) 10 BFS 
0-041 gs Se7 12 0-0-0 Ads 13 kxe7 
Qxe7 14 Des f6 15 Dd3 Was 16 Ddcs 
from LHaber-M.Cehajic, _correspon- 
dence 2004, gave White good compen- 
sation for the pawn, 

‘And 6..8.g4 is a good illustration 
why 7 d5 needs to be prevented: after 
7.86 B.@.ag b5 9 2xb5! axb5 10 Gxbs 
as 11 dxcé+ d7 12 Des Axc6 13 
Qxcé Wrd5 14 Gixas Black soon re 
signed in "WhitePawns"“ih*, Internet 
Chess Chub 1999. 

70-0 

Now 7 ds? is too ambitious, as 
White has problems with his d.pawn 
again. After 7..2\b4! 8 ica &6 9 dxe6 


‘Rxe6 10 Axe6 Wxdi+ 11 Sadi fred 
Black eventually converted his extra 
pawn in WRadelski-F Fritsche, corre- 
spondence 2004. 
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Bags 

This was played in the game 
WsSchiller-D.Wight, correspondence 
2004, which we will follow to its conclu- 
sion. Nevertheless, even though White 
eventually wins, | don't think 8 g5 is 
sufficient foran advantage. 

Instead, he should try open the posi- 
tion while Black's development is in- 
complete with 8 dsl?, when 8..exd5?1 9 
Sixd5 xd 10 Wxds sees Black already 
in big trouble due to the threat of 295, 
and 8.2c5+ 9 dha exd5?1 20 ixd5 
@xds 11 Weds makes no difference as 
Black needs to take care of his bishop, 
Note also that 8.%\b4 is no longer so 
strong, as this time White can eliminate 
his weak d-pawn with 9 dxe6. After 
9xbS 10 Dixbs Wrdt 11 dixda Les+ 
32 Ghi Ge7 13 dz tres 14 a3 Aco, as 
in DHoch-Hiauterborn, correspon- 
dence 2004, 15 2ixc7 Hack 16 bs a6 17 
\c3 would have given White the better 
endgame. 

8.27 9.45 Oxds 

Emanuel only analyses 9..\b4 10 
dxe6 fxe6 12 Aca c6 (or 11..0-0 12 Wez 
weh8 13 Madd c6 14 Rxe6 E+ 25 cht 
Sxe6 16 Wxe6 Fae8 17 Des 2d8 18 
dixfél Sxe6 19 Sxd8) 12 dxfé aexf6 13 
De5 Dds 14 WhSs g6 15 Oixg6 bday 16 
seh hag 27 Weg6+ see7 18 Ri7+ eds 
19 Wg3+ eS 20 Dens Wic7 21 xds M8 
22 Rafi with a clearly better position for 
White. 
20ixd5 exds 12 Wxds 

The difference between this position 
and the one after 8 d5i? is that here 
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Black can simply castle out of danger. 
11...0-0.12 Sixe7 

After 12 Hadi Lixgs 13 Axgs 294 
14 Bxf7 Wxds 15 Sxf8+ Oxf8 16 Exds 
16 17 eq Sas a draw was agreed in 


Hulauff-Peisebein, correspondence 
2004, 

12..Wxe7 13 Kaes Wd6l 24 Wxd6 oxd6 
5 Nida Dfd8 26 Dxd6 


26..0e6?! 

Black is beginning to lose the thread. 
16.245 would have granted complete 
equality. 

17 Difda Hxd6 18 Sxd6 iba 19 «3 Fimo? 

The fatal mistake. As the further 
course of the game shows, the knight 
will never escape. 

20 fidq a6 22 ifs gg 22 Zb6 Acs 23 
ofa a5 24 whe3 ag 25 skd2 a3 26 bxa3 
ote 

if 26,.22xa3, 27 d6 and Ras+ wins a 
piece. 
27b31-0 


B; 5...c5 - The Kaulich Defence 


‘The Kaulich Defence is closely related to 
the Brombacher Counter-Gambit (4..c5) 
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from Chapter 3. indeed, the latter will 
just transpose if play continues, after 
either 5 d5 or § fa, with S..exf3 6 
Dxf3. 
6s 

Given David Gedult’s affinity to 5 
fg? in the Brombacher, it is hardly 
surprising that 6 2f41? in this position is 
also called the Gedult Variation. And 
with the knight already on 3, it seems 
an even more worthy alternative here, 


a) 6_g6 7 dxc5 Wa5 8 Sxbs! Exbs 9 
Akbs+ 2d7 10 bxd7+ Dxa7 11 Bas isa 
perfect illustration of why Black shauld 
not completely ignore the threat of 
daxcs. After 11.Of6 12 0-0 g7 13 
Baer Wab 14 Dds Oxds 15 Whg7 WHE 
16 Wh6 Wia 17 295 Wdg+ 18 wha Black 
resigned in P-Zenner-£ Jaros, correspon- 
dence 2004. 

) 6..£6 protects c5, but then 7 dxcs 
Wadis 8 xda Axes 9 Abs M\a6 10 246 
gives White good play for the pawn; €.g. 
10..Ded (or 10,.xd6 11 Dxd6+ we? 12 
shxa6 bxa6 13 Ges) 11 xcs Sexes 12 
ba Dd7 13 a3 Se7 14 g4 HG 15 g5 Dds 
16 c4 De3 17 Ra2 £47 18 O46 e6 19 


sofa Qxfa 20 Exfa Hhds 21 c5 as in 
Féritsche-R Cook, correspondence 2004. 
©) 6.d5 7 Bd5+ Océ 8 Dest led to 
three quick finishes after 8.2xc3 9 
bxc3 a6 10 Dxc6 We 11 dxcs 2.0 
D.Gedult-Ascar, Paris 1968; and 8..\xf4 
9 Ws Wxdg 10 sdxc6+ bxc6 11 Wxcb+ 
4-0 D.Gedult-Sardat, Lausanne 1970; 
and 8.0d7 9 Qxds Yes 10 Bxes 
dkxbs 12 Gc7+ hd7 12 dxes+ eb 13 
Wat dixc5 14 We3+ bE 15 Ads+ 
Wxds 16 7+ a6 17 Was mate from 
D.Gedult-Brenant, Paris 1969. 

4) 6..a6 seems to be Black's best op- 
tion as it guards the important bs- 
square. However, after 7 dxcs! Was 8 
a2 Océ 9 4a3 Wrcs Black has taken 
time to “win back” his extra pawn, and 
10 Be3 Was 110-06 12 a3 2ig413 bs 
Wc7 14 Sfa es 15 93 16 16 Das was 
good for White in 1 Kessler-R Rost, corre- 


6-86 

The most logical follow-up, with 
Black aiming to take control of the dark 
squares. Play now resembles lines of the 
Bogoljubow Defence (5.96) and may 
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indeed transpose 

Other moves: 

a) 6..dig4 is less consistent, as after 7 
3 Bhs 8 a4 g6 9 Ze5 (as in the 
Teichmann Defence - see Chapter 11) 
9...Abd7 10 2x96 hxgé 13 WF3 Black has 
trouble developing his dark-squared 
bishop, while 7..Sxf3 8 Wxf3 Dbd7 9 
Af4 96 (P-Webster-PVesely, Forest City 
1985) and now 10 2ibs cB 23 Wea! is 
much better for White. 

b) 6..e6 would be the classical to 
challenge the d-pawn, but then White 
has 7 AbS+ £id7 8 dxe6 fxe6 9 We2 with 
good play for the pawn. P.Leisebein- 
HZulauff, correspondence 2002, con- 
tinued 9..26 10 txd7+ Qbxd7 13 dtfal 
(White should not take the pawn back 
just yet, as this would allow Black to 
trade queens and equalize) 11...0e7 12 
0-0.0 We 13 295 OMB 14 Ace4 Dds 15 
2xe6! Gxes (or 15..lHxe6 16 Exds! 
Wads 17 Dass eae 18 Zar) 16 Hse 
96 17 Bxds Cixfa 18 Wa7+ £18 19 hf 
95 20236 and Black resigned. 

©) 6.Obd7 7 2g5 g6 8 Wd2 2979 
0-00 is similar to the main line, but 
here White has a nice version of a Long 
Bogo (line 8 in Chapter 9) as the early 
2347 is not Black's most effective de- 
velopment; eg. 9..26 10 d6! e6 24 ha (or 
21 £h6) 11..h5 412 Ber Was 13 dic4 D6 
24 Dest Axca? 15 Zixca Wha 16 Ws 
and White was winning in AHall- 
E.Brown, correspondence 1978. 

7385 

Altematively, 7 42f4 Sig7 8 Wd2 0-09 

0-0-0 is a Long Bogo (see line B in Chap- 
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ter 9). However, White should not play 7 
ica?! £97 8 0-00-09 Wes, since in the 
Studier Attack (line A in Chapter 9) the 
thrust ..c7-c5 is usually answered by 
axes, whereas here White has already 
played da-ds obstructing his c4-bishop. 
Touihg7 8 Wd2 0-0 

B.S 9 0-0-0 “leg? 10 Axes Rxe4, 
as in EJDiemer-H.Titz, Landau 1948, 
tuns into 12 Abst! @bd7 12 46 and 
White wins, Instead, Diemer delayed his 
attack by a move: 12 Wf ixf3 12 Sabs+ 
@d7 13 d6? (13 Wsxt3! retains good 
chances; e.g. 13..h6 24 d6 hxgs 15 dxe7 
and White regains the piece with an 
‘ongoing attack) 23..@xd1 24 dxe7, and 
now Black could have countered with 
the spectacular 14..xb24I1 35 sba 
(otherwise 15 shxd1 takes the d1-square 
from the white rook, while 15 sxb2 
'Wb6 pins the bishop) 15..Wb6 16 2xd7+ 
sexd7 17 Rxdi+ dat and wins. 
90-0-026 10 84. 


Threatening d5-d6. in the Long Bogo 
(with the bishop on fa) White can play 
this at once, but here 10 46?! would be 
met by 10..!Hixd6 of course. 
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10.051? 13 d6 Dba7 led to a win for 
Black after 12 Sea exd6 13 Sxd6 4\h5 
14 Wd2 Wes 15 Dc3 De 16 Bhs La7 
37 a3 Zd7 18 Whe Dds in HUSchulz- 
P.leisebein, correspondence 2003, As an 
improvement Leisebein suggested 12 
Wh4 Mes 13 dxe7 Wxe7 14 Hxd7 &xd7 
15 Dds Finds 16 &xe7 Sxe7 “with un- 
clear play’, but | think that Black is bet- 
ter here as it is hard for White to coordi: 
nate his forces. But why not play 12 
dxe7 Wxe7 13 .Ad3 instead? Then it is 
not easy for Black to solve his problems; 
eg.13.4b7 14 Shei Wds 15 Lea! Ws 
16 xb7 Wxb7 17 %e7 with avery awk- 
ward position, 
11.06 exd 

11..b5{? returns to the previous note. 
22 Zxd6Dhs 13 Wxf7+! 

A powerful resource that provides a 
Tasting advantage. 
33.087 

13.sexf7 leads to mate after 14 
cd tes 15 Mets Ses 16 Dxes+ te7 
27 Exe7+ ed 28 Hexd7+ ke 19 2e7. 
14 Sxd8 


This was R.Kuni Fritsche, correspon- 
dence 2002. White has won his pawn 
back and still has the more active pieces. 
‘The rest of the game is a more technical 
‘matter, though nevertheless instructive: 
Unbxe3 15 bxe3 b5 16 ch b4 17 Des 
Bf8 18 Deb Zf7 19 Kez Des 20 xcs 
4 24 fa a5 22 g3 O47 23 Dixd7 
Rxd7 24 ¢5 Bxd6 25 cxd6 Lb7 26 Scar 
sog7 27 Dex Axd8 28 Ze7+ 6 29 Dxb7 
hs 30 d7 26 34 bs eg? 32 a7 et7 
33 Sb2 Leb 34 LaG+ he7 35 Dxas hd6 
36 NaG+ 1-0 


Summary 
Of all the minor fifth moves for Black, 
only the Pietrowsky Defence (s..23c6) 
and the Kaulich Defence (5..c5) deserve 
much serious attention. But even these 
ate problematic for Black, as White will 
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enjoy a space advantage in either line; 
the only difference between them is the 
point at which he should play da-ds 

in the Pietrowsky Black hopes that 6 
5 is played prematurely, as he could 
then attack the white d-pawn with 
complications. White should prefer 6 
bS, after which d4-d5 is a serious 
threat that Black cannot meet satisfac- 
torily. 

The Kaulich Defence, on the other 
hand, allows the direct 6 ds, since the d- 
pawn is now less of a target: ..c7-c6 1 
‘obviously no longer possible, while ..c7- 
6 has its problems too, Black's best 
plan is probably to take the game into. 
Bogotjubow channels with 6..g6. Oth- 
erwise the Kaulich leads to a rather 
cramped position for Black and, as a 
result, good chances for White, 
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1.4 d5 2 e4 dueq 3 Dic3 Df6 4 £3 exf3 5 


The defence introduced by 5.26 is 
named after none other than the former 
World Champion Max Euwe, who ana- 
lysed it to a large extent in the 1950s. It 
{s also recommended by the renowned 
‘theoretician (and Swiss GM) Joe Galla- 
gher (in his book Beating the Anti-King’s 
Indians) and the American IM James 
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: “Chapter Eight neat. 
_Euwe Defence 


Rizzitano (in his book How to Beat 1 da), 
‘The main idea of 5..6 is to reach a set- 
up similar to a French Defence, with the 
key difference that Black is a pawn up. 
While the latter is certainly true, the 
typical “French problems” (an initially 
passive position and a very bad light- 
squared bishop) cannot be denied ei- 
ther, and with his half-open ffile White 
just might be able to generate a dan- 
‘gerous attack. 

‘The standard continuation is. 
Gags 

The naturallooking 6 £43 allows 
Black to play 6..c5 at once; eg. 7 £e3 
‘cada 8 Zixda e512 (otherwise Gallagher's 
8.e7 9 0-0 0-0 10 W3 “ibd? is safe 
and solid) 9 b5+ 47 10 Sf5 a6 a2 
Sixd7+ Wxd7 12 WF3 We6 13 Wg3 Abd7 
1400-00-00 15 Ehe1 6 16 h6 hs 
17 Wf2 Rxh6 18 &xh6 f5 was good for 


Black in LSvensson-B.Aurell, Gothen 
burg 2005. 


Other moves are inferior: 


a) 6..h6? 7 Lixf6 Wif6 merely accel- 
‘erates White's attack, and after 8 AbS+! 
6 (or 8.247 9 0-0 and 10 es) 9 0-0! 
exb5 10 Des he is virtually winning al 
ready; eg. 10..Wh4 11 Dxb5 Sa6 12 
af7 Wea 13 Whs 96 14 Zings We3+ 15 
Sha Bas 16 Wrxgs hxgs 17 Dxhs White 
soon won in P.leisebein-MHeilmann, 
correspondence 2004. 

b) 6..c5 is also premature, as 7 Sexfé! 
Wxf6 8 Wbs+ B47 90-0 sees the queen 
jn the firing Tine again, while after 
Tagxf6 8 d5 5 9 &c4 White has real 
positional compensation according to 
Gallagher. 

¢) Finally, 6.24 is quite inconsis- 
tent, since the further ..dtxc3 would 
leave Black weak on the dark squares, 
While White can target the pinned 
knight on the half-open file, For exam- 
ple, 7 &d3 c5 8 00 cxda 9 eg 0-07 
(o.ckte7 was necessary) 10 e5 Dibd7 13 
xf6+ Aint6 12 Bxf6 gat 13 Wade ths 
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34 Whg f5 45 Dxf7+ 1.0 BDrobak 
‘MDunn, correspondence 1998. Black 
has also tried 7..@ic6 8 Wd2 (the tempt- 
ing 8 0-0 Oxd4 9 “eq he7 10 Des fails 
1010..2)f5 11 Oxfb+ x16! 12 sixf6 axfs 
13 ga hs, as in “Caissafan” “BOSTER", 
online game 2001) 8..0-0, but after 9 
Wrs Be7 he was essentially a tempo 
down and lost quickly in TStock-Van 
den Berg, correspondence 1994: 10 Wha 
16 11 Sxh6! gxh6 42 Wixh6 a6? (losing, 
but 12..2ibg 13 Hadi! also gives White a 
strong attack) 13 0.0.0 Sida 14 gs 
fs 15 xfs exfs 16 Rad Kxds 17 et 


10. 
Retuming to 6...2e7, White now has 
‘two ways to proceed: 


Given that Black has already “closed” 
the a2-g8 diagonal, putting the light 
squared bishop on c4 makes no sense. 
Therefore 7 d3 is much more com- 
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‘mon, when the h7-pawn makes for a 
good target, especially after Black has 
castled short. There are now four main 
continuations to consider: 


Other moves: 

a) Inserting 7..h6 doesn't really help 
Black, as after 8 04 the h6-pawn is vul- 
nerable to a bishop sacrifice should he 
then castle short; e.g. 8.26 9030.0 10 
Wd2 Ads 11 xh6! &f6 12 Pads exds 
13 ske3 ReB 14 0-0 Sig4 15 c3 and White 
had regained his pawn with the better 
position in O.Grantz-B.Donders, corre- 
spondence 2000. 

1b) 7..0d5 succeeds after 8 Sxds exds 
9 We2 Le6 (or 9...25c6} 10 4 h6 11 SFA (or 
if 11 2g6!2, .Gegner-Abler, Nuremberg 
1981, then 11...0-0!} 11..2x6 120-0-0 87 
13 &b5 dé 14 Sxd6 cxdé 15 Bd; 0-0 
and Black was clearly better in D.éckert- 
J.Chudnovsky, Philadelphia 1996. So 
White should prefer 8 2.xe7 Wxe7 9 Sed2 
with active play for the pawn; eg. 9.2147 
(or 9.00 10 0.0 @\b4 11 Se2 cS 12 a3 
\4c6 43 a5!) 100-0 Fixc3 13 bxc3 46 12 
es 0-0 13 Wea Dd7? 24 Rxt7 Rxt7 15 
Gxh7+ 1.0 O.Grantz-JSrinivasan, corre- 
spondence 1999, 


Aa: 7..0-021 
To begin with, | would like to show 
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why 7.007! is a dubious move. Galla 
gher has earlier given a warning about 
early castling - and for good reason: 
with his pieces already pointing at the 
Kingside (2d3-h7!), White often man- 
ages to create a dangerous attack: 


800 

Castling is the most common way of 
‘handling this position, although White 
does have two interesting alternatives; 

a) 8 Wd2 transposes to 7 #d2 0-08 
2.43 (see line B1 below), 

b) 8 Sez)? also plans queenside cas- 
tling. Here White cannot get his queen 
to the kingside as easily, but as. a quid 
pro quo the scope for his queen's rook is 
now greater: 

ba) 8.26 9 0-00 Abs 10 Ehft 
Dxd34 11 Bxd3 bE 12 Des 217 13 Boa 
1s a good illustration of my last remark. 
‘As we will see in the further course of 
this chapter, exchanging the light- 
squared bishop is a common defensive 
resource for Black; but in this particular 
instance, it has helped White to fuel his 
attack. After 13.S6h8 14 Afa.c5 25 dxcs 
xcs 16 Bha wg 17 Ah6 Des 18 Zhoq 


{6-19 Bd3 ds 20 Hh3 d6? 21 .xg7! 
(gS+ 22 Sibi Sxg7 23 Zxgs+ Wxgs 24 
ig3 x93 25 hxg3 White went on to 
win in WGeiger-.Malmstrém, corre- 
spondence 2006, 

2) 8..@bd7 transposes to 7..Abd7 8 
We2I? 0-0 (see line A3 below). 

3) If Black wants to play .c7-c5, he 
should do so immediately, After 8..c5 9 
xcs we have: 


p31) 9..xc5 10 0-0-0 Dba7 11 Sieg 
‘Re7 12 h4l and White has all the 
chances as Black is unable to develop his 
queenside properly; an amusing exam- 
ple was AFreidl Albrecht, Graz 1955, 
which continued 12.b6? 13. Sixfo+ 
Axi6 14 #e4 winning the rook due to 
the mating threat on h7. A motif that 
should be memorized! 

b32) Black might try to avoid any 
dangers along the d-file with 9..bd7 
(or 9..Was 10 0-0-0 2\bd7) 10 0-0.0 Was 
and then: 

321) 12 Bhfi Zixcs was seen in 
Pileisebein H.Wolf, correspondence 
+2000, when White played the surprising 
22 Bxn741? sexh7 13 Des Dcd7 (after 


Euwe Defence 


33.Drceg 14 Pixeg Wes 15 Pixi6+ xf6 
16 Wa3+ ths 17 Axf6 gxf6 18 stbal the 
exposed black king gives White suffi- 
cient compensation for the piece; 0g, 
18..18g5 19 @d6! eB 20 ds e5 21 gs 
ig 22 Whoa! fs 233 Wh4 24 0b3 as 25 
Was Bads 26 hxas Bxga 27 Wxgs fad 
28 Hixb7 [d2 with a complicated double 
Took endgame) 14 xd? Sixd7 15 saxf6 
Bxf6 26 Eto Seb (26..gxf5 17 Wh5+ is 
a draw by perpetual check) 17 213 98 
18 Zg3, and now Black misstepped with 
28..6? 19 Whs Hida7? (19.28 is still 
unclear) 20 Wa5 g6 21 Zh3 dB 22 fa 
and had to resign since he cannot cover 
‘both his rook and the f6-square. How- 
ever, 18..f51 would have left White 
struggling to continue his attack. 

1322) 11 ba Zines 12 es Zixd3 13 
xa3 is stronger, when the rook can 
switch over to the kingside; e.g. 13..b6 
24 Axfo Axfé 15 Deo! Bs 16 HA Bigs 
27 Hig3 with a decisive attack, or if 
13.208 (as in HToussaint-G.Mercky, 
correspondence 1998) then 14 Ig3! 
again gives White strong play. 
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Besides this typical counter-strike, 
Black has a large variety of alternatives 
at his disposal: 

a) 8...bd7 transposes to 7.2bd7 8 
(0-00-0 - see note ‘ba’ in line A3 below. 

b) B..c6 is quite passive; White does 
best to set up his standard attacking 
formation: 9 Wet 2)bd7 10 Wha Wb6 13 
Desi (13 skxh7+! Oxh7 12 dxe7 Res 
13, eq was already very strong) 
11..4)xe5? (but after 14..h5 12 Dixd7 
sbxd7 13 ixh6! gxh6 14 Daa! Was 15 
Wxh6 Whs 16 xfé Hxh6 17 Eixh6 
White emerges a pawn up) 12 sixf6 
@xd3 13, Rxe7 Hes 14 AxfB Zq6 15 
Wiz and Black resigned in EJ.Diemer- 
Guglielmoni, Rastatt 1954. 

¢) 8.,n6 tries to prevent the manoeu- 
vre Wet-ha, 


but after 9 .e3! the general problem 
{s that sacrificial ideas involving &e3xh6 
are always in the air; eg. 9..bd7 (or 
9.6 10 Wd2 with the same idea) 10 
Waa 6 11 Sexhel gxh6 12 Wxh6 Ze8 13 
gs f8 (13,.£168 can be met by 14 BF4 
intending Zh4, or frst 14 2e2! followed 
by 15 244 etc) 14 Bh7+ chs 15 Dt 


144 


mate, TSawyer-"PALOS", Internet Chess 
‘Club 1999. 

4) 8.2c6 is another active try for 
counterplay, but White can sacrifice his 
4-pawn in order to speed up his attack 
with 9 Wen! @xd4.10 Wha and now: 


ca) 10.2ixf3+ 11 Bxf3. only helps 
White, as the rook is doing a fine job on 
the third rank; eg, 12..h6 12 Sixh6! e5 
13 axg7! sexg7 14 Wa5+ Sh8 15 Whe+ 
seg8 16 q3+ and mates. 

<2) 10..h6 once again runs into 12 
Axh6! Ze 12 95 25 13 Ox65 exf5 14 
2xe7 and Black resigned in W.Parwicz- 
P.Hendershot, correspondence 2005. 

€3) 10_2)f5 is the only move to sur- 
vive, but after 11 xfs exfs 12 Hada 
Wes 13 Sfei Leb 14 Didq Wes 15 Axfs 
Aes+ 16 Dida Ledge 17 Badd Deer? 
(17.2047 was better, although after 18 
Wa3 sh8 19 bs! White is still to be 
preferred) 18 Zd8 Black again had to 
resign in RKuni-HReuBner, correspon- 
dence 1996. 
9 dxes Sxcs+ 

9..0g4 was tried in 1.Stockham- 
P.Cody, correspondence 1993; there fol- 


Towed 10 Stxe7 Wre7 11 Wet! Wxcs +12 
sha Deb 13 Wha f5 24 Baer Bf6 25 h3 
h6 16 Wa3 Obs 17 Des Zines 18 Exes 
Wd6 29 2c4 Dc 20 Bexfs! and White 
went on to win. 
20cbha Dbd7 12 Wer e722 Wh4 

White has a very strong attack. 
ESneiders-T.Spanance, correspondence 
1983, continued: 
12.86 

‘Once more, 12..n6 13 JAxhél gxh6 14 
Wah6 is already decisive. After 14.5 
35 Og5 Qxd3 16 Ext6 Sif24, as in 
“Hrenchiki""PINGUINITA”, internet 
Chess Club 1999, the cool 17 #1 S\h3+ 
48 sf! would have led toa mate; eg. 
18..0)xg5 19 Wxg5+h8 20 Bh6 mate. 
43 Hada He8 14 Abs ds 15 Oxds exds 
46 Exds (6.17 Zxd7! Sixd7 18 Lege Shs 


49 esi! 

AA powerful right hook that decides 
the game. 
19...fxe5 

Or 19..fxg5 20 Aixg6+ sg7 21 B+ 
%xg6 22 Wxh7 mate. 
20 Sf7 hs 24 Sixe7 Wxe7 22 Zxe7 Exe7 
23 Wxe7 1-0 


Euwe Defence 


ATS 


Seeking immediate counterplay by 
directly attacking the white centre is 
surely the most active way of playing 
‘the Euwe Defence. This is also the ap- 
proach recommended by Gallagher and 
Rizzitano, and while | don't doubt their 
analysis (they make indeed a very per- 
suasive argument), again we have a 
case where not all of White's resources 
were fully considered. | invite you to 
study the game that constitutes our 
main line to understand what | mean, 
Bdxcs 


8 Wd2 should not be completely dis- 
missed. Even though it seems that 
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8..cxd4 9 Find £d7 (9.00 10000 
transposes to 9 0-0-0 jn the notes to line 
B1) 10 0-0-0 fic6 11 2iF3 Was 12 act 
0-0-0 13 We2 h6 14 S42 leads to a sim- 
ple position where Black is a pawn up, 
things are not that easy; while | won't 
recommend this line, it should be noted 
that White won quite comfortably in 
B.Roos-K Soller, correspondence 1972. 
8...Was, 7 

The standard method of recapturing 
the pawn. 

Instead, Black tried to simplify mat- 
ters with 8.4)¢6 9 We2 Mig 10 ixd4 
Wxda 11 0-0-0 Wes in TMcGrew- 
“TIMKA’, Internet Chess Club 1998, but 
after 12 Rxf6l &xf6 13 Seq Wes 14 
Dxfo+ Wxf6 15 sibs+ Ge7 16 Ehft 
‘Wa5+ 17 dibi a6 18 WS! 5f8? 19 Haze 
and mates, there was no cause for satis- 
faction at al 

8..ixc5 should also be met by 9 
We2, when 9..0-0 and 9...2\bd7 100-0-0 
-0 transpose to 7..0-0 8 @e2 c5 9 dxcs, 
xcs in the notes to line A1; while 
Sindt07 10 0-0-0 is assessed as equal by 
Lane, quoting E.Diemer-B.Terzi, Rastatt 
1984, although in that game Black 
quickly got himself into trouble: 
10d?! (either 20..18a5 or 10..2\bd7 
was better) 11 RbS+ d7? 12 Exds! 
exds 13 @ixds (6 14 Oxféri? (14 Bea is a 
more prosaic win) 14..gxf6 15 sixf6 
Axb5? (but 25..Hf8 is met by 16 Des! 
Rxf6 17 Whs+ f8 18 Wxh7; eg. 
18...d6 19 Wh8+ ste7 20 Wa7+ ses 21 
Suds sexes 22 Wgs+ Ris 23 Wad8 and 
wins) 16 Wxbs+ f7 17 Whss dxf6 18 
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‘Who: sef7 19 es+ deg’ 20 Webe skig7 
21 Wi7+ h6 22 Aga+ as 23 har 
Sxqé 24 W3 mate. 

90-0 Wxc5+ 10:%¢h4 bd7 

Again, 20..0-0 is premature, as 
White can organize his attack quickly 
with 11 We1. For example: 

a) 11..h6 12 Whal Od5 (accepting 
the piece leads to a decisive white attack 
after 12..hxg5 13 xg5 He8 14 Ath7+ 
f8 15 Zie4 Was 16 LgG!) 13 xds 
Bxys 14 Yxgs Wads 15 Axf7! Bxi7 16 
Hod7 shxf7 27 fas dheB 18 Ag6+ ced7 
19 Bf7+ did6 20 We7+ 1.0 J.Ribes Oliv. 
eras-Arufe Vazquez, Sant Boi 1997, 

b) 14..bd7 12 Zea Ws (or 12..18145 
13 Bids Web 14 Axl6+ x16 15 De5 Wad 
16 b3 Wh4 27 3 Wes 18 xfs Sixt 19 
Wed 1.0 Pieisebein-P.Petters, correspon- 
dence 2004) 13 Wha h6 14 &xh6! Axeq 
35 Bxe7 was good for White in 
AlannaioliMFindlay, correspondence 
2004, Note that 15..2:f2+? runs into 16 
‘Tief2 Bixf2 17 Wg5 g6 18 sixg6 etc. 


12 Wert? 
11 We1 would be consistent with the 
previous ideas we have seen and is the 


‘main move in this position, but | don't 
‘think it is as promising as the text. 

It is true that after 14.26 12 Wha 
Who4! 13 Dida Wrb2 14 Dce2 Hes 15 a4 
Ws 16 Exte Oxd3? 17 Ziff f6 18 He3 
@c5 19 b3 Web 20 xcs BxcS 21 
Whst White won in ESneiders- 
OBreunig, correspondence 1970, but 
16..gxf61 17 xf6 Waa! 18 fa Lxfé 19 
xf6 ga! would have led to.a winning 
position for Black according to Galla 
gherand Rizzitano. 

Alternatively, 13 “eq @xe4 (better 
than 13..Wxb2 14 Sifd2 Axeq 15 Axed 
xgs 16 Zxg5 Difo 17 Dxh7! Gxh7 18 
WhS 96 19 2x96 fxg6 20 Wg6+ shd7 21 
Gl Bfs 22 Bfdi+ 1-0 Pleisebein- 
HMergard, correspondence 2004) 14 
ihxe7 Wre7 15 Wxes Of6 16 Wha Dds 
17 Wg3 96 was played in P.Leisebein- 
K Fischer, correspondence 2002, but it is 
unclear whether White has anything 
more than a draw after 28 eS 0-0 19 
Axgé feg6 20 Zixg6 hxgS 21 Wige+ 
hs 22 hss kgs. 

If White really wants to play 11 Wet, 
he should try 12 2d202, 


Euwe Defence 


Then the stereotypical 22..84 is 
not as effective; eg. 13 ci 0-0 14 23 
Was 15 Digs Wes 16 Wha ho 17 der 
We7 18 Dgeq Has 19 Axh6! gxh6 20 
Qxf6+ Aixf6 21 Rf nt 22 Wife 18 
23 Sf Bd7 24 Wxh6s Se8 25 Hea Wes 
26 {6+ We7 27 Pxd7 Gxd7 28 Whar 
ds 29 «Bxf7 1.0 G.Demuydt- 
P.Dagnaud, 2003, Instead, Black tried 
12.06 in Pleisebein-FMeler, core- 
spondence 2003, but this time White 
had the surprising 13 eg Wba 14 Wg3! 
Axes 15 axed Wxe4 16 Axe7 sexe7 17 
Og5 Wigs 18 Wa3+ with a decisive at- 
tack. The game concluded 18.235 19 
Raf7+ skeB 20 WE3 Rb7 21 Exb7 Axb7 
22 Wxb7 BdB 23 Exd8+ sexd8 24 H3f7+ 
Se8 25 Dxhs Wxc2 26 Wi7+ dB 27 
Wis+ ded7 28 Wag7+ dec6 29 ha Wed 30 
Wrei0. 

11.0.0 

Alternatively 1126 is similar to the 
previous note, except that here White 
‘can play 12 aet and then: 


a) 12.86 13 Des! Axes 14 Wes, 
shows that White can put his already 
completed development to full use: Af- 
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ter 14..Wxb2 15 Ebi Waz 16 Dea Dxed 
17 Wrq7 B18 18 Sxes 2xg5 19 Bxg5 
We7 20 Whs Black was unable to come 
back in |.Foote-M Sadowski, comespon- 
dence 2004. 

b) 12..b4 13 Dest Axes 14 Wxes 
16?! (for 24,.léxb2 see note ‘a’) 15 axf6 
x16 16 Bxf61.xf6 17 Wxf6 98 28 2h7 
Bf8 19 Hida We7 20 Wes left lack with 
serious dark square” problems in 
RMarkusConde, correspondence 
2004. The game concluded 20..,4g5 23 
Wada f5 22 Wd6 sf7 23 Deal Was 24 
Wadd Bxds 25 Exd8 fred 26 Sxe4 2-0. 

¢) 12.,0-0 should be met by 23 Deq 
W7 (or 13..Axes 14 Wes g6 15 Wha f6 
16 dh6) 14 Bxfe+ Dxfé 15 eS with 
good attacking prospects; eg. 15.247 
16 Lixfo dxf 17 Zxf6l gxfe 18 Axh7+! 
Sexh7 19 Wh5+ seg8 20 Wga+ h7 22 
‘Be3 and White wins. 

) 12..b5 seeks to develop the light- 
squared bishop, but White can exploit 
‘the temporarily weakening of the hi-28 
diagonal with 13 e4. 


Then 13..e7 (23..xe4 should be 
met by 14 Wxea Eb8 15 dxe7 Wxe7 16 
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‘Waa, after which 16..96 17 D5 0-0 18 
Bhs hs nuns into 49 Exf7! Eaf7 20 Kxe6 
with a decisive attack) 14 2ixf6+ Bxf6 
(or 14..sixfo 15 Sxfé “xf 16 \d4 and 
if 16_€b7? then 17 Sixe6! as suggested 
by Andrew Martin) 15 Des skd7 (not 
15.877! 16 ixf7i dixf7? 17 Wxeb+ 
Bf8 18 Axf6 gxf6 19 Bxf6+ ixf6 20 
Wsfo+ shg8 21 Me7 and White wins - 
Martin) 16 Wf3 2c8 17 Wh3 (17 Wg3! 
looks more accurate) 17..Wb7 18 Wha 
Ric6 19 Me2 ds 20 b3 ics was played 
in AVayserberg-LMirabile, Philadelphia 
2004, where White misstepped with 21. 
421 xg2+ 22 Exg2 Sixes and Black was 
able to consolidate, instead, 21 Wda 
‘would have maintained White's initia- 
tive and led to an unclear position. 


James Rizzitano (in How to Beat 1 d4) 
only gives 12 e4 Wc7 13 Hada “with 
‘marginal compensation”. 
12..Was 

Trying to enter the more advanta- 
geous lines from above with 12..a6 13 
2e4 Wh4 is inadvisable: after 14 a3! 
Web2 15 bi Wxag 16 Bas Wha 17 Rfb1 


Dx04 18 Bxb4 Axg5 19 Dxgs &xg5 20 
24 White is well on top (analysis by 
lane). And 13..Oxe4 14 Wxed g6 25 
Wh eB? 16 fxe7 Wre7 17 igs Of6? 
18 ixte Was 19 Wxh7+ 18 20 ZF was 
a complete disaster for Black in 


‘TMcGrew-"RamRamseth", Internet 
Chess Club 2000. 

13 eq WB 14 Pda g6 15 Lh6 Res 16 
gs Des 


Necessary, as 16..a6 would have al: 
lowed 17 Sdxest, 
17 Abs Rd7 

(Or 17..Wexd4 18 xeB Oxe8 19 Exf7 
and wins. 
48 b4 Axbs 19 Axbs Died7 20 Dxf7! 
Wb6 22 23 Wc6 22 Aids Wes 23 Dho+ 
DhB 24 Dine 


This was MLy-AShort, Adelaide 
2004. White has obtained a winning 
position, and the game only lasted a few 
‘more moves: 

Undixbd4 25 Rdg e326 Heda We6 27 
Wuc3 Kxe6 28 Rxe6 Wxe6 29 Xxf6l 2-0 


A37..\bdT 
At first sight, the set-up introduced 


Euwe Defence 


by 7.Abd7 seems quite flexible. Not 
only does the black knight watch the e5- 
square (which is always a nice outpost 
for the white king's knight), it also sup- 
ports the possible advance ..c7-c5. 
However, after 8 We2/? it is difficult for 
Black to achieve the freeing break under 
favourable circumstances; and if he fails 
to do so, his passivity can often lead to a 
quick end, as our main line game shows. 


8 We2!? 

‘My preference would goto this move 
which removes the queen from the d- 
file and prepares to castle queenside. In 
‘my opinion, the two main alternatives 
don't promise as much: 

a) 8 Wd2 cS 9 0-0-0 is assessed “un- 
dear by Gallagher; while Rizzitano 
thinks that after 9..xd4 10 xda cs 
“Black is slightly better’, though with 
‘out giving any further moves. One ex- 
ample that Black has indeed to be care- 
ful is 12 We2 ad7 12 het a6? 13 fst 
exfs 14 dixté gxf6 15 dixfs with a quite 
awkward position for Black in 
P.Leisebein-H.Kulceycki, correspondence 
2003, The game concluded 15..2e6 16 
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Whs <bf8 17 Wh6t she8 18 e3 Was 19 
yds Was (if 19..Wxa2 20 2x06! fxe6 21 
Wo7 or 20..Wat+ 21 Sid2 Was+ 22 b4 
Sxb4+ 23 se? wins) 20 Bed3 He8 21 c3 
5 22 4x€7 1-0 

b) 8 0-0 is of greater significance. 
Black then has: 


bi) 8..b6, trying to bring the light- 
squared bishop into play seems sensi- 
ble, but White can exploit the momen- 
tary weakness of the light squares with 
9 Des! £b7 (or 9,.2xes 10 dxes Wda+ 
11.Gha Gres 12 fg Wes 23 B13 Hos 
14 se3 with nice play for the pawns; 
9.14.4 15 a3 Wg4 16 Wes £4727 
Wrc7 Bc8 18 Wxa7) 10 bs 0-011 Sic6! 
Hs (11..dxes? loses after 12 xb7 
Deg 13 dxa8 Dxbe 14 Wer! Gra’ 15 
Sixt xfs 16 Eaf6! oxfé 17 Hie Was 
18 Wd) 12 axb7 Bxb7 13 Dic6 We8 14 
Qxe7+ Wre7 15 WIS Rbbvs 16 es Wa? 
17 Oxf6+ Qxf6 18 dixf6 gxt6 19 Wxfs 
and White was winning in “BOG_Girl”- 
“Whiteknight”, online game 2004. 

b2) 8..c6 is too passive: after 9 Wer 
Db6 (9.28 10 Wha Ag6 is also ques- 
tionable due to 11 Rxg6l fxg6 12 Des, 
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as in Ei.Diemer MMallina, correspon 
dence 1955, which continued 12.2f8? 
13 Rada We7? 14 Sxf6 Axté 15 Bxh7 
and Black’s position crumbled) 10 Wh 
@bds 11 He2 0-07 12 c4 Sib4 13 xfs 
2xd3 14 Sixe7 White won a piece (and 
later the game) in “xiao”-"Bo", Internet 
Chess Club 2000. 

3) 8..n6 puts the question to the 
bishop, but now the hé-pawn is a per- 
‘manent weakness. After 9 &f4 (keeping 
the bishop on the c1-h6 diagonal) we 
havea further split: 


31) 9..21d5?! is not good here, as af- 
‘ter 10 Dixds exds 12 We2 Black cannot 
really castle, due to 110-0 12 &xc7 
‘Wxc7 13 Wxe7 and White regained the 
pawn with advantage in M.Simons- 
D.Evans Quek, British Ch., Millfield 2000. 

32) 9..c5 doesn't acknowledge the 
threat of 19 bs, afler which Black is 
already worse; eg, 10..2d5 (or 10,.0-0 
12 c7 Be 12 Dd6 Axd6 13 Sexd6 and 
White won the exchange in “isolator”- 
“baffka’, Internet Chess Club 1999) 11 
26+ Bxd6 12 Waxd6 cada 13 Wer (but 
‘not 13 Qxdq? Wbé) 13..,Wb6 14 Des! 


with a nice position for White. 

b33) 9..a6 prevents b5 but Joses 
time; now 10 Wd2 c§ 11 Bae cxd4 12 
Beg De5 13 Vixcs Bxcs 14 Des Was 15 
Reg d3+ 16 Whi eq? 17 Sxds Sxd2 
18 Jaxd2 exds was played in TSawyer 
NN, Internet Chess Club 2002, when 
White could have decided the game 
with 19 xf7+, 

b34) 9..c6 is still too passive. One 
crushing example is 10 Wer Qd5 11 
Rd2 2716 12 Wg3 96 13 Des 4d7? 14 
dkxg6 Bf8 15 JAxh6 and White won in 
“Hrenchicki"-"serrigenius", _Intemet 
Chess Chub 1999. 

b4) 8..0-0 is played most often but is 
nevertheless dangerous, as after 9 Wet 
White can build an attacking formation 
very quickly: 


b41) 9..2d5? 10 Stxe7 Axe? 21 
Axh7#! fs a classic example of how 
things can go wrong for Black. 

42) 9.062! is also way too slow: af- 
ter 10 Wha g6 (or 10..n6 21 Axh6! axhs 
32 Wxh6 Re8 13 O95 Hifs 14 Abst 1-0 
WMaria-KBartels, correspondence 
2003) 11 Des Axes 12 dxes Dds 13 


Euwe Defence 


BAG Pant 14 ext c5+ 15 dha Hes 16 
RfZ eS 17 Eda Sd6 18 eq Bbs 19 WhE 
Af8 20 Exd8 2xd8 21 Wha White went 
‘on to win in E.Diemer-W.Berner, Aulen- 
dorf1951. 

'b43) 9..h6 20 Wh4! shows that ..h7 
16 was already too late. Black cannot 
take the bishop due to 10..hxg5 11 
ixg5 He8 (or 11.6 12 Whe!) 12,0h7+ 
S18 13 kg6 fxg6 14 Whe mate, and 
other lines are hardly appealing for 
Black either; eg 10.8d5 11 2ixds 
Bicg5 12 Dixgs Wxgs (or 12..5 13 Wel!) 
413 Wed 96 14 Mxc7; and 10.5 11 
Axh6l gxh6 12 Wxh6 cxds (or 12..c4 13 
2 ig5! cxd3 14 ced dxc2 15 Exté as in 
AHall-FDingwell, Chichester 1979) 13 
hes Axes 14 Exf6 ixd3 15 Higss and 
mates, Henris-Lucet, Brussels 1982; and 
10.Be8 11 Sea O98 12 dixf6 xfé 13 
Sixty xfs 14 Wes Wd8 15 Eaet with 
excellent compensation in “IdR""lose”, 
‘online game 2003, 

bag) 9. Se8 (intending —)f8) is the 
only defence, according to Freidl. How- 
ever, 10 Wh4 28 11 Des still gives 
White a menacing position; eg 
22.4096 (for 21..c5 see note "b454’ be- 
low) 12 Sixg6 fixg6 (after 12..hxg6 13 
fal the threats of af and/or Zh3 are 
hard to meet; TSawyer-"yig’, Internet 
Chess Club 1997, coritinued 13..c5 14 
xcs dtxcs+ 25 Shi Waa?, when the 
simple 16 Sixf6 wins almost immedi- 
ately) 13 Bf3 hs 14 xe7 Wxe7 15 
‘Wxe7 Bxe7 16 Hafi D6 17 ea “d7 18 
94 b6 19 Fic6 Be8 20 Bf7 b7 21 4.e7+ 
‘Shs 22 Dgs ifs 23 Z7Fa} (threatening 
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2\F7 mate) 23-h6 24 Sxf8+ BxfB 25 
BxfB+ BxfB 26 Oxg6+ Ho8 27 AxiB 
Inxg5 28 “axes and White reached a won 
endgame in E1Diemer-G Pfeiffer, Ger- 
‘many 1955, 

b45) 9..c5 doesn't discourage White 
from starting his attack either. After 10 
‘Wha we have a final split: 


451) Black has nto time to play 
20..cxd4 since 41 Axh7+! Qxh7 42 
Bxe7 WHE 13 424 wins decisive mate- 
tial, as in N.Vandenbrouke-"Hippo", 
online game 1995. 

ba52) 20..h6 runs into 12 xh6! 
once mote; €g. 11..20h7 (for 44.gxhs 
42 Wxh6 see 9..h6 20 Wh4 c5 above) 12 
Sixh7+ @xh7 13 Qgs+ 96 14 g4 2xg5 
15 Whs+ @h7 16 Rxg5+ and wins, 
AHall-FSprenkmann, correspondence 
1968. 

b453) 10_g6 is also insufficient: af- 
ter 11 Bes Bes 12 Gixf7! We? (or 
12..iext7 13 Wxh7+ $18 14 2h6 mate) 
13 bxg6 heg6 14 Wh8+ sexf7 25 Wh7+ 
FE 16 G6 was mate in MHouska- 
Moskovic, Wiley 1999. 

b454) 10..2e8 again plans to answer 
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14 Des with 11.48, but here White 
can play 12 dxe5 @c7 (or 12...8xc5+ 13 
aha Ke7 14 2f3 with a strong attack in 
‘TPurser-effers, Savannah 1984) 13 
‘Baei Wxcs+ 14 dha with a nice posi- 
tion; eg, 14..0ig6 25 Sxg6! hxg6 (or 
35..fxg6 16 f3 We7 17 Hh3 Dhs 18 
Qbs Was 19 Hd; Was 20 Axe7 Wxbs 21 
WF2 and wins, TPurser-J.Owens, corre- 
spondence 1995) 16 Qixf7! 28 (or 
16..ctexf7 27 Teg Wd 18 c3) 17 Ded (17 
Dh8 is also quite cute) 17.87 18 
Dh6+ (or 18 Hxf6l xfs 19 Lx dxf 7 
20 Rf and wins) 18..9xh6 19 Wxhé 
2h7 20 Wxg6+ ths 21 SF7 Exf7 22 
il Bd 23 Rib xf 24 Wf6r 1-0 
TSawyer-MFoust, correspondence 
1985. 

b5) 8..c5! is the reason why White 
should probably not play 8 0-0. Now 9 
Wet is too slow after 9..cd4, eg, 10 
2)bs Acs 11 Hg3 0-0 12 fic7 And3 13 
oxd3 Qihsi 14 Wh4 Bxgs 15 Dxgs Wxc7 
26 Wshs h6 and Black went on to win in 
N.lee-K Mah, Sutton 1997; while 9 sixf6 
2x6 10 dics We7 13 dha Wxcs 12 We? 
0-013 Des Ad6 14 ica He7 15 Mes b6 
16 Bxi6 xf6 17 Wes g6 18 Ziga Sxc3 
39 bxc3. We7 also led to nothing in 
LRietveld-S Fedorchuk, Ghent 2010. 

Instead, Leisebein gives 9 dxc5 4)xc5, 
20 Lb5+ Bd7 11 xf Sxf6 12 Wer as 
being equal (which Lane quotes in his 
book), but after 12..Wb6 13 Bf2 0-0 
Black is simply a pawn up with no coun- 
terplay for White in sight. No better is 
211 We2 Wb6 12 e3 Axbs 13 Axb5 a6 
14 Qbd4 (H.Ertel-G.Schuh, correspon- 


denice 1998) 14..xb2 15 Of £f8 16 
Ada Ws with a clearly better position 
for Black (analysis by Rizzitano). 


Alternatively: 

a) 8.2186 9 0-0 fds tries to simplify 
matters, but after 10 Des! oo 12 
Bxh7+! skxh7 12 WhS+ Sigh 13 ixf7 
26 14 Rxfol Wedas 15 Ef2 fe 16 
xe Wxf2e 17 deta Bxf7 18 gi gxfé 
19 Hf White had a decisive material 
advantage in AMcAuley-T.Winzer, cor- 
tespondence 1958. 

‘p) 8..b6, trying to bring the light- 
‘squared bishop into play, is not a satis: 
factory option either: 9 0-0 &b7 (9_.c571 
40 d5t Qixds 11 xds exds 12 Zaet fo 
33 Qh4l Des 14 Whss d7 15 xes! 
fares 16 Zf7 g6 17 WF3 €4 18 We was a 
complete disaster for Black in 
EsDiemer-Guglielmoni, Rastatt 2954) 
20 Des c5 12 dxes Cixcs 12 stbs+ SFB 
13 Hada Wc7 14 b4 a6 was played in 
"yesman’-“aktepe”, internet Chess Chub 
2000, and now 25 bxcs would have led 
to a good position for White; eg. 
25..Wxes+ 16 ha Wxc3 17 Zxfol Axté 


Euwe Defence 


18 Dd7+ Se7 (or 18..cbq8 19 Laxfs gxfé 
20 #94 mate) 19 Axfé #f8 20 Dd7+ 
o8 21 Cixbs HB 22 dkca with a deci- 
sive advantage. 

©) 8..c5 is again the critical move, but 
here White can play 9 0-0-0and then: 


2) 9.4571 10 Sxe7 Gxe7 11 ds! 
exd5 12 Gixds #f8 13 Abs DE 14 
‘hei! gave White a crushing position in 
KKaulich-LUlbrich, correspondence 
1954; the game concluded 14.{e6 (or 
14,.Dbxds 15 Exds We7 16 2471) 15 
2it4 WicB 16 Dxe6+ Wxeb 17 Wa2 Was 
18 We Wes 19 Wxcs Wfs 206 1.0. 

2) 9,,0-0 40 dxc5 xcs and 10..Wa5, 
‘was covered via 7..0-0 8 We2!? c5 in the 
notes to Hine Ai 

3) 9..cxd4 10 Dxd4 Bas (or 10..0-0 
21 Zhft he 12.4 Mes 13 ea dz, as 
in ERasmussen-D.Attig, correspondence 
1992, when 14 gal followed by h2-ha 
‘and g4-95 would have given White a 
strong attack) 22 £)f5! sef8 (or 12..exf5 
12 Bhei Wes 13 Sbs) 12 kbs a6 13 
Qxe7 axbs was played in P.leisebein- 
FFritsche, correspondence 2001, and 
now 14 Sxfé Qxté 15 Wes! &xe7 (or 
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15d? 26 Bixd7! 2x7 17 ds eB 18 
Rat G6 19 Aicds! Zxds 20 Aixds exds 
21.¢3! with the decisive threat of Ze1+) 
16 Wd6+ we8 17 Fixbs Ad7 18 Ac7+ 
Sed8 19 4)xa8 Wxa8 20 seb1 and White 
is better. 

90-0-0b6 

Instead: 

a) 9..c5 10 dxcs returns to 8..c5 9 
0-0-0 0.0 in the previous note, and then 
backtolineAt. 

'b) 9...c6 10 h4 also led to a strong at- 
tack for White in J.Loscos Vilafranca- 
P.Sainz de la Maza Amal, Aragon 2005: 
10.Was 14 Des bs 12 Aca We7 13 
eq he7 14 Kft she? 15 Aixfe Oxf 
16 Bxf6! Sixf6 17 Wea Sxgs+ 18 hxgs 
96 19 Sies Zg8 20Exh7+ mating. 

204 &b7 14.735 


White has good attacking chances, 
‘as seen in .Voelker-R.Gomez, USA 1993, 
which we will follow to its conclusion, 
12.045 

This time 11..h6 is met by the pre- 
liminary 12 Zh3! (threatening 13 xhS 
gxh6 14 We3 and wins; not yet 12 
Sixh6?! gxh6 13 Bh3 Shs 14 Zig3 <h7 
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45 Bos Ag5+! 16 hxgs Axes 17 dxes 
Wxg5+ and Black defends) 12..h8 (or 
12.5 13 AbS) 13 We3 ZgB 14 g4 with 
a strong attack. 

12 Od Exds 13 c4 6b7 14 Whs?t 

Here 14 dal, eliminating any check- 
ing captures on 95, would have left 
Black in difficulties, since active lines 
such as 14..i2xg5? 15 Sixh7+1,24.-h6 15, 
Axh6l, 14..f6 15 Aig6!, 14..c5 15 dxcs, 
and 14..2ines 15 dxe5 We8 16 f6! all 
‘win for White. 

The text is less accurate, as after 
24..f5! it is not clear how White should 
proceed. Instead, the game itself ended 
rather quickly: 

14.967 15 #h6 Axes, 

15.05 16 Sxe7 Wxe7 17 h5 is no Teal 
alternative. 
16 dxes Wes? 

16..208 17 Sxg6 fxg6 18 Sxds Se! 
was the only defence, but after 19 Bd7! 
2xh6 20 £xh6 White has a winning 
‘endgame. 

17 .2f61-0 


AA 7.26 


7..£c6 is the main line of the Euwe 
Defence with 7 id3. Black attacks the 
white d-pawn (even though he doesn’t 
threaten to take it yet), while the bigger 
(positional) threat is to go after the 
light-squared bishop (with ...aib4xd3). 
White should react to this with 8 a3, but 
this both loses time and offers a target 
should White castle queenside (which is 
quite typical). Nevertheless, | think that 
White has good chances to play for an 
advantage. 

823 

There are two serious alternatives to 
this move: 

a) 8 Wd tries to do without a2-a3, al- 
lowing Black to get rid of the dangerous 
Tight-squared bishop: 8.2ba 9 0-00 
(White decided to save the bishop after 
all with 9 cq in MHuba-FSteggink, 
Groningen 1999, but then 9..2bd5 20.23 
0-011 243 c6 gave Blacka solid position; 
following 12 Oxds exds 13 0-0 Deg 14 
ves des 15 Sxe7 Wxe7 16 Bfet £5 17 
Ges e6 White had absolutely no com- 
pensation and lost the game quite soon 
thereafter) 9.\xd3+ 10 Wrd3 


Euwe Defence 


10..0-0 (20..h6 just weakens the king- 
side, so that after 11 tha 0-0 12 g4!? 
Black has to react with 12.2\xg4, open- 
ing the g-file; e.g, 13 Shgi &xh4 142xg4 
BIG 15 Deg e5 26 Dixfor Wxf6 17 dxes 
‘We7 18 23 and White had great attack- 
ing chances in “Birchbeer’-T.McGrew, 
Internet Chess Club 1995; 12 ies 1s also 
interesting as Black cannot play ..c7-c5) 
1thdc5 22. Axf6 (instead 12 (4 Ads 13, 
gs 96 14 Wis Oxtq 15 Wxf4 Was 16 
WES cxdd 17 iced was T.Purser-E Schiller, 
correspondence 1990, but after 17..WWes! 
\ don't see any compensation for White; 
no better is 12 We3 cxd4 13 Rxd4 Was 24 
a4 Wes 15 Wht Ad7 16 Kes as in 
Tsawyer-TRock, Internet Chess Club 
1998, due to 16.6! 17 Ses es 18 
2g4 Dhs 19 WA 16 20 ie3 Was! 21.57 
2b4 and again Black consolidates) 
12.dixf6 (or 12.¢x6 13 d5) 13 dxcs 
‘Weds 14 Bxd3 Sxc3 15 Bxc3 f6 16 Dd2 
and White's queenside pawn majority 
and active pieces compensate for Black's 
strong passed e-pawn 

1b) 8. 0-0 Dxd4 9 Shu!7 is the notori- 
ous Zilbermints Gambit. 
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By removing the king from the g1-a7 
diagonal White threatens to win the 
knight on da (as ..xd'¢ would then Tose 
‘the queen to 4tbs+); but even though it 
has great shock value (and a tremen- 
dous score in my database) | am not 
convinced that itis entirely correct. 

bu) 9..2ixf321 20 Wxf3 is what White 
{s hoping for, as he gets his pieces into 
play quickly: ‘ 

14) 10.-h6 should be met by the di- 
rect 11 Gxf6 &xfé 12 Des, and now 
12...8d7 13 Hada 0-0 14 Dixf6+ gxfé 15 
‘Wxb7 We7 16 Wfs Rfde 17 Wg3+ fe 18 
Sh7 Wes 19 Zxf6 led to a decisive ad- 
vantage for White in LZilbermints-NN, 
Internet Chess Club 2003. 

12) 10..c6 is also too passive, as af- 
ter 11 adi 247 12 eg Black cannot 
‘move his knight. n “fredz05o”-"cap2a”, 
Internet Chess Club 2000, Black played 
12..Wa5 (12..0-0 13 Oxf Oxf6 14 Wes 
was even worse in LFechner- 
WSchneider, correspondence 1965; or 
13..gxf6 14 Sh6), but after 13 Dxto+ 
gté 14 Sxi6 x6 15 Wit6 BAB 16 
‘2.xh7 White was significantly better. 

'b13) 10..0-0 is relatively best (in or- 
der to protect the f-pawn), but after 12 
Wn3 White still has good attacking 
chances; e.g. 14.-e5 (or 21..h6 12 Mada 
‘hxgS? 13 Sxf6! g6 14 Rxg6 Wxdi+ 15 
ixda fxg6 16 Hxg6+ ty 17 Wh7+ wes 
48 Hg8 with a winning ending in 
LZilbermints-EXopiecki, New York 
1993) 12 Wh4 h6 13 2xh6! gxh6? 
(13..lid4) 14 Wxh6 eq 15 Exfol xf6 16 
xed and White won in TSawyer-Now, 
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Bellefonte 1993, 

ba) After 9..2cé 10 Wes 47 11 Baa 
6 Zitbermints gives 12 Sth as unclear; 
a sample game that was better for Black 
continued 12.0-0 13 Des Axes 14 
Bes ig4 15 Wha 5 16 Weg 1517 Ley 
Bhs 18 Lxe7 fea 19 Axds Bxf1+ 20 
‘Exfa Dads 21 Mer sucé 22 SLe6 Of6 with 
a winning endgame in D.Luppi-P.Svacek, 
correspondence 2000, 

b3) 9..n6 10 4 (in another game 
against Kopiecki, Zilbermints was suc- 
cessful with 10 Sixfs Lixf6 11 Seq c5 12 
Bxfe+ Wxf6 13 Oxdg Wrda 14 ab5+ 
a7 15 WY3 0-0 16 fda Wrb2 17 Axd7, 
but I don't believe that White has any- 
thing after 21.c6) 10..c5 11 Zixd4 
coxa 12 Dez Das 13 Dxaa? Sixfa 14 
Bixfa e5 15 Exf7 Sext7 16 Sct wf 17 
‘hs and here Black actually resigned in 
LZitbermints-£ Kopiecki, New York 2002. 
Zilbermints gives 17..We8 18 Wes a7 
ag fis f6 20 Dxfé+ and wins, but 
after the immediate 18.06 White’s 
attack is fended off, 

4) The passive-looking 9_.c6 may be 
the most promising line for Black: 


b41) 10 Bes from JKainz-Pleise- 
bein, correspondence 2003, seerns ac- 
tive but leads nowhere: 


after 10..n6 21 Axfé Sxfs 12 Whs 
2-013 ga gs 14 Dea Afs 15 Rada 
We7 16 Bfet whs 17 He2 Aids 18 Dxgs 
Bags the white attack was rebuffed. 

a2) 10 2e4 Sixes 11 Sexe? Bxe7 12 
Axes Dxf3 13 Bxf3 0-0 gives White 
nothing either. 

b43) 10 Aixds Weds 13 Wes (24 2xf6 
2xf612 Des e713 Whs 96 14 WHE fs 
fs no better) 21..Wcs! protects the 
Bishop, which is quite useful after 12 
hs (again 12 Laxfé gxf6 13 Fiea Wes is 
nothing, eg. 14 Wha f5 15 hs Wxb2 16 
B freq 17 Waf7+ seds 18 Radi Wa3) 
22.6 13 Des Dxeg 14 Axe7 Wxe7 15 
res £6, which led to a clearly better 
position for Black in Pleisebein- 
‘4Fitzian, correspondence 2003. 

a4) Finally, even though 10 2xf6 
Axf6 11 Dea she7 12 Des Dfs 13 g4 
Was 14 “ixf7 dexf7 15 gxf5 exts 16 WFR 
8 17 b3 $4987? 18 ica was successful 
for White in yet another Zilbermints- 
opiecki game (New York 1993), Black 


Euwe Defence 


could have played much better with 
17..e8, or earlier 11.015 12 Oxf6+ 
Was 13 We2 0-0 14 3 WHE 15 Oxi5 
exfs 16 We7 We6 17 Diet Wxe7 18 Zxe7 
‘Bb8 19 Baei e6 as in R.Kuni-i.Kessler, 
correspondence 1996. 
Returning to 8 a3 at last: 


a) 8_h6 fs problematic, since after 9 
24 castling is dangerous with 2faxh6 
always in the air; eg. 9..2d5 10 Pixds 
exd5 110-00-0 12 Wd2 Sig4 13 &xnel? 
kaxf3? (13-gxh6 14 Wxh6 f5 would de- 
fend here) 14 Exfa if6 15 c3 with a 
much better position for White in 
TRock“Queenchaser", Intemet Chess 
Club 1998. s 

Black might prevent this with 9..95, 
when Lane's idea of 10 ses ga 12 dz! 
is well met by 12..2xd4 (11..10g8!? is 
also good) 12 Aide4 @xed! 13 axh8 (or 
13 Qxeq Shar 14 Sf1 Dfs! 15 ALbS+ 
¥e7) 13.duh4rl and Black is not worse: 
e.g. 14.93 ifa+ 15 dhe Orxc3+ 16 dhxc3 
Bf6 17 Les Wrdas 18 Daxda Rxc3 19 
bxc3 4ig5 20 g2 se7 (Biicker). 
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But after simply 10 te3! a6 (or 
10..2ig4 14 igi Rd6 12 He2 0-07! 13 
0-0-0 e5 14 ds Qda 15 Oxda exda 16 
xd 2e8 27 Wf3 and White was clearly 
better in A.Costa-G.De Lorenzo, corres- 
pondence 1999) 21 Wa2 Black now has 
to justify his extravaganit pawn moves. 
MNicholls¥1.Tait, correspondence 1995, 
continued 21.942? 12 Bes Dxes 23 
dxes dd7 14 84 gs and here 15 ha! 
xh4 (or 15.Wxt4 16 xfs We7 17 
0-0-0) 16 g3 Re7 17 0-0-0 h5 18 Rez 
looks very strong. 

b) 8.245 is probably safer. After 9 
‘kxe7 Wxe7 10 Wd2 47 11000012 
ica e5 a draw was agreed in J.Gegner- 
G.Weber, correspondence 2987, Here 13 
ca Qb6 14 £22 would lead to an un- 
clear position, but this definitely needs 
further testing, 
oWd2 


9.ds 

‘Again there are a number of alterna- 
tives to he looked at: 

a) 9..h6? is now clearly bad, duc to 
30 Axh6l gxh6 11 Whe Anda (or 
Aide 12 Qg5 &f8 13 2h7+ and 
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‘mates, J.Bahmann-R.Auschkainis, Mann, 
heim 1994) 12 0-0-0 ©5 13 igs? (13 
axa was stronger) 13..e471 (13..i8f5!) 
14 Axed 2F5 15 Bxfs Sixfs 16 Wha 
2\d6? (16_We8) 17 ds deq7 18 Wig3 (18 
Dxf6!) 18.26 19 2af4 DHS? 20 Lxf7 
and Black resigned in EOsterle- 
E.Bogoljubow, Wangen (sirmul} 1952. 

b) 9.He8 20 0-0-0 h6 is a bit better, 
as after 11 2xh6 gxh6 12 Wxh6 Black 
could play 12.8, However, 14 hal? is 
an interesting try. In P.leisebein-W.Hort, 
correspondence 2002, Black took the 
piece with 11..hxg5, but after 12 hxg5, 
Das 13 Zxds exds 14 Wal Wd6 25 
Bh8+l xhe 16 Bixt7 Sings 27 Zixg5 he 
had to resign, 

) 9..b6 wants to develop the light- 
squared bishop, but with the knight on 
6 Black lacks counterplay. One example 
‘how things can quickly go wrong for 
Black was ARoldan-MRowbotham, cor- 
respondence 1999, which continued 10 
0-0-0 &b7 11 Hhfi Hd7 12 Wf2 h6 13 
ha Bad8 14 h3 2h8 15 dbs Wed 16 g4 
26 17 Bxc6 Axcé 18 Des skb7 19 g5 
hagS 20 dxgs $g8 21 Wha Bdes 22 
Axio Sxf6 23 Zxf6 gxf6 24 Zg1+ mating. 

4) 9..26 is interesting, intending to 
attack on the queenside with ..b7-bs, 
but! don't think this is enough: 1000-0 
b5 41 Des Dds 12 Bxe7 Wre7 13 3 
and for the moment Black's pawns are 
stopped. UGohla-~AHuber, correspon 
dence 2000, continued 13..b8 14 c2 
a5 15 Wd3 Bas 16 Dies 2f6 17 b4l axd4 
48 axba dé 19 Bhfa Ha8 20 skb2 Was 
21 Zai and when you compare the 


might on c5 to the bishop on c8, you 
will see that White has definite com- 
pensation for the pawn, if not more, 
10 dxe7 Wxe7 110-0 

‘At this moment 11 Seq is not so 
‘good, as with the black queen and the 
white king on the e-file the reply 12..e51 
is stronger than before. 
22..0KC3 

Otherwise White will play 2c3-e4. 
42, Wxc3 Hd671 


The beginning of a faulty plan as 
seen in H.Van der Wijk-lHumen, corre- 
spondence 2003, though White already 
shas compensation here. 

43 Rada Der? 

The problem with this move will 
soon become evident. 
34 Sxch7+! whe 

The point is that after 14_sexh7 15 
2q5+ q6 16 Dea! Wds (or 16.86 17 
g3+ Gh7 18 Dgs+ hs 19 Hs Wxc2 
20 8d3 and wins) 17 Wo3+ Sh6 18 
‘Wha+ Wns (or 18..g6 19 Hd3 f6 20 
g3+ wf7 21 4x16!) White regains the 
ppiece with 19 Wxd7 while keeping a de- 
sive attack. 


Euwe Defence 


15%)g51-0 
In view of the upcoming queen 
swing to the kingside, Black resigned, 


8:7 a2 


In recent years, especially after Gal 
lagher’s analysis of 7..c5 in response to 
7 3, the move 7 Wa2 has gained in 
popularity. The ideas are two-fold: For 
‘one thing, castling Jong as soon as pos- 
sible seeks to reduce the impact a possi 
ble _.c7-c5 might have on the white cen- 
tre (as with a white rook on the d-ile, 
Black might be less tempted to open it). 
‘And secondly, by holding back the de- 
velopment of the bishop for the mo- 
ment, Black is forced to commit himself 
mone way or another. 


B1:7..0-0161 ~ 
(B2: 7.nh6 166 


The most common responses, 
though several other moves have also 
been tried: 

4) Once again, Black may try to sim- 
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plify the position by playing 7...2d5, but 
this doesn't solve the problem of his 
light-squared bishop: 8 Bxe7 Wxe7 9 
£d3 @d7 10 0-0 0-0 11 Baei bs was 
played in MPreussner-ELevushkina, 
Leipzig 2003, and now after the surpris- 
ing sequence 12 Sxh7+! dexh7 13 a3 
cb 14 igs+ sog8 15 Dds Was 16 wral 
Df6 (16..exd5 17 Wh4 forces Black to 
give up his queen as well) 27 Wha! Wx 
28 c3 the only sensible way to prevent 
disaster on the h-file is 18_.Wf5, but af- 
ter 19 xfs exf5 20 Hed fa 21 Weta Dds 
22 Wha Whites still clearly better. 

b) 7.€8 {5 a viable alternative, Lane 
gives 8 dbS+ (the simple 8 kd3 cxda 9 
®xd4 0-0 10 0-0-0 transposes to 9 0-0-0 
in the notes to lime 81 below) 82479 
dxc5 dixc5 10 0-0-0 a6 11 dixfé gxf 12 
Sxd7+ Qxd7 13 Se4 Wer? from 
LBrennan-S.smith, Bozeman 1992, 
when he suggests 14 Bixd7+ Bxd7 15 
@xf6+ winning. This fs true, but Black is 
obviously not forced to drop a piece 
with 13_We7. Instead, after the more 
natural 13...i£e7 | don't think that White 
has sufficient compensation, eg. 14 
)d6+ Sxd6 15 Wxd6 We7 26 7 Zcs. 

) TaiDe6 is directed against a possi- 
ble 22f1-d3 (as Black would then play 
ba), and while 8 tbs 247 9 0-0-0 
0-0 10 Se5 Axes?! 12 dues SAxbs? 12 
exf6 2xf6 13 &xf6 Wxd2+ 14 Bxd2 was 
successful for White in B.Hanison- 
MWakeham, correspondence 1993, itis 
not clear what White should do after 
9..a6 (20 xc6 would active the black 
bishop and 10 £d3 bg followed by 
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—-4ic6 would also be good for Black). 
Therefore White should prefer 8 0-0-0 
with the following possibilities: 


<2) 8.0-0 transposes to 7.0.0 8 
0-0-02c6 in the notes to ine B1. 

<2) 8.bE? was tried in H.Duss- 
Fischer, Ennebriicke 1956, but after 9 
bs Black had no time to fianchetto his 
bishop and the game concluded 9,07 
10 Dies! Sixes? 11 dxes Axbs 12 ex. 
axté 13 2ixbs fxo5 14 83 1-0. 

3) 8.445 is still inadequate as 
Black remains very passive; eg. 9 £xe7 
exe? 10 eg b6 11 Aes Hb7 12 gs 
0-0 13 £d3 4ig6 14 Zhfi Afe 15 Zxgé 
hxg6 16 Wg 5x92? 17 f2 ds 18 Wha 
@hs 19 Ext7! Ext7 20 2x96 Ria? 22 
‘Wxhs 1-0 KMarkwardt-EMeyer, corre- 
spondence 1973. 

<A) After 8...0d7 it is indeed best to 
‘open the position with 9 5!, K:Kaulich- 
MGerlach, Rastatt 1959, continued 
9..exd5 10 Dxds Dxds 12 Wxds Keb 12 
Ws Axgs+ 13 Pings We 14 Axes 
Wxe6 (not 14..fke6? 15 Wxb7) 15 Lea 
‘We3+ 16 Hb1 0-0 17 Bd7 Dda (27..“e5 
was stronger, although 18 Exc7 “wea 


29 Wixc4 still leads to a better endgame 
for White) 18 Was e619 Eft c621 20 
Fs dq? 21 Bxf7 and Black resigned 
since 21..Pxfs (or 21..Wei+ 22 Bxer 
Pads 23 Exfs+) 22 S7xfs+ Bf7 23 Exf7 
would be hopeless. 

4) 7..b6 must also be examined, as 
developing the light-squared bishop 
along the h1-a8 makes absolute sense. 
Nevertheless, after 8 2d3 2b7 9 0-0-0 
Sawyer gives 9 0-0.2x13 10 Rxf3 Wxdg+ 
a2 hi Gbd7 12 Her c6 13 Zxe6! from 
RBerthelsen-EDahi, correspondence 
4960, but Black can also play 12_.Wba 
when White is struggling to-find com- 
pensation for the pawns; eg 13 fa 
a6! 14 2ibs Wes or 13 Abs 0-0-0 14 
Ba6+2! db8 15 Bd3 2ics and White was 
lost in WSchnelder-RRittenhouse, cor- 
vespondence 1988) 9..2bd7 10 Eide1 
2041 Ehft c5 12 W'4 White has a dan- 
serous initiative, eg. 12..n6 13 2xh6! 
guhe 14 Wrh6 Hee? 15 g5 D8 16 
xfs axfo 17 2h7+ Lh 18 A\xf7 mate, 
MPeflen-MKoch, St Paull 1982. instead, 
Black might elect to ruin White's pawn 
structure with 9.xf3 10 gxf3, but this 
‘eaves his own position with the more 
serious weaknesses, and after 10..0.as 
32 xe? Qxe7 12 Zhgi g6 13 Seq 
White gets quite active on the dark 
squares. G.Brunold-Pfalzer, _Ober- 
ginzburg 1989, continued 13..0f5 14 
Wfs.0-0 15 ¢3 d7 16 Of2 16 17 xfs 
2ds 18 Wes exts 194 De7 20h4hs 21, 
@h3 D6? 22 Wxf5 Wha? 23 Bxg6+! 
fag6 24 Wrg6+ Gh8 25 Wher So8 26 
gi séf7 27 3q7+ and Black resigned 


Euwe Defence 


4 27.,8e8 28 Wxcé+ dB 29 Wd7 is 
‘mate. 


e) Finally, after 7.&bd7 White 
should also play 8 0-0-0, hoping for 
8..c52% (the “normal” 8..0-0 transposes 
to 8 0-0-0 4\bd7 in the notes to line Ba), 
when 9 ds! exds 10 2ixds @ixds 11 
Wxds 0-0 12 Abs AxgS+ 13 “xgs is 
excellent for White. 


Since 7..2c6 is not really a feasible 
option (see above), Black decides to cas- 
tle immediately. This is not as bad as 7 
8.03 0-07! (ine Aa), since 7..0-0 8 £43 is 
not as strong as before; | even think that 
Black has good chances to at least 
equalize But of course White also has a 
different idea, which can be seen in the 
following note. 

Bids 

With the text move White retains 
the possibility of castling short, but 
without 2 rook on the d-file Black is 
more tempted to play 8..c5, Instead, in 
this position 8 0-0-0 is an important 
alternative: 
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a) 8..h6 is again dangerous for Black 
after 9 ALxh6!, P.Leisebein-H.Rosek, cor- 
tespondence 2000, continued 9..gxh6 
10 Wxh6 ge 11 Whs DAM (but 
11..20f6 12 Wo5+ sh8 13 2d3 D7 14 
Whs 5 15 g4 Wee 16 Wh3 or 22.15 22 
Wa6+ dhs 13 Dest Axes 14 dxes Las+ 
15 wba We7 16 Rd3 gives White good 
attacking chances for the piece) 12 £43 
Qxd3+? 13 nd3 F614 Des Be7 15 
‘Eh3 248 16 Efi 95+ 17 bi and Black 
resigned. 

b) 8.5 9 Suds exds 10 243 
fixgs (10.94 11 xe7 Wxe7 12 Bde 
‘Wad6 13 Des Reb 14 h4 also offers nice 
attacking chances) 11 Gixgs h6 22 hg 
.g4 13 h7+ Sh8 was T.Resa-MSchulz 
Dobrick, Germany 1999, when White 
played 14 Wd3? hxgs 15 ifs gxha 16 
xagd Bg5+ 17 Bd2 Wags 18 93 Bos? 
19 ixha¢ skig8 20 Sidhe Wg5+ 23 dedi fs 
22 bs Wd8 23 Bh ot 24 Dixie 
Wate 25 Wxd5+ tkg6 26 g4 and reached 
a.won position. Instead, 18..95! 19 gxha 
‘Wes would have refuted the attack, and 
there was no apparent reason for Black 
not to take the rook with 14..dxda et- 
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ther; but White could have also played 
better with 14 Eft, after which his at- 
tack would still be going well. 

©) &2\bd7 should be met by 9 sida 
5 10 Wf in order to go straight for the 
black king. After 20..cxd4 11 eq? Zixea 
12 dixe7 Wxe7 13 Wxea ite 14 Wxde 
Ad7 White failed to do so in MSimons- 
MBrodsky, Port Erin 2001; but 21 Wxda 
‘Wb6 (on 11.6 12 Wh4! threatens 13 
xh6!l, while 22.1195 13 Zixg5 96 24 
Wh6! also gives White a dangerous at- 
tack with ideas of dixg6 and 2ixe6) 42 
Wms Hie52 13 Lxh7+ Swhy 14 Axe? 
was successful in FDrill-CKalla, Dort- 
mund 2003. 

d) After 8 ie6 White should play's 
a3 in order to enable &fa-d3 by prevent- 
ing iba (cf line Ag above), 

e)8..c5 is the critical move. 


Now 9 S243 would transpose back to 
the main line (see the note with 9 0-0-0), 
but 9 Hal? cxd (after 9..1c6 White 
can play 10 dxcs Was 11 bs h6 12 hal 
and Black cannot take the bishop due to 
22hxg5 13 hugs Md8 14 2.xc6 bxc6 15 
\Wh2 bf8 16 WhS+ 298 17 Th7) 10 dg 


fs an interesting suggestion made by 
David Flude, and then: 


et) 10.045 is not really recom- 
mended, as after 11 Sixds (12 Bxdsi? 
ends 12 xe7 Wxe7 13 Dxds fs also in- 
teresting) 1i.exd5 12 cd S26 13 
Bxds 0x95 14 Oxgs axds 15 waz 
White regains his pawn with the more 
active position, 

22) 10.Wa5 11 d3 2x6 12 Dag 
bs 13 Wha as 14 xf Sxfs 15 
Wch7+ 218 16 Beg also gives White suf- 
ficient compensation (analysis by 
Frade). 

'23) 10..Wb6, and now the seemingly 
natural 11 243 would lead to an inter- 
ssting position after 11.58 12 Sxf6 
Axf6 13 Bbq €5 14 Wea Afs 15 Gxfs! 
(Bxb4 16 Wxh7+ 618 17 Dea Dd7 18 
fa Mac8 19 wht with the idea of f3- 
gS and very good compensation for the 
exchange. But Black has the simple 
11.246, and although White is not 
worse after 12 hal h6 13 Sxh6!, | have 
pot been able to find more than a draw 
by perpetual check following 13..2xda 
14-2xg7 dxq7 15 HgS+ either. 


Euwe Defence 


Therefore 11 Wg3 Aicé 12 Zha is bet- 
tet; for example, 12..2%b4 (12..96 13 
S43 hS 14 Met &d7 35 Bf4 Higa 16 
skxe7 Qxe7 17 h3 Dh6 18 Deg f5 19 
Bes KeB 20 Bez skg7 21 Des gives 
White excellent chances according to 
Flude) 13 a3 @ibd5 14 Ad3 Hes 15 Axd5 
exds 16 Rei Gieq 17 Bxe4 dyed 18 
Ehxeg Lxgs+ 19 Dxgs Sxe4 20 Dxeq 
with a level, but dynamic endgame. 


This move is recommended by Gal- 
lagher and Rizzitano. In fact, | think that 
it is so strong that White should not 
play 8 43 at all. Other moves allow 
White good chances: 

a) 8d 9 Zixds exds 10 0-0 06 11 
Baei deb 12 fg Dd7? 13 Wha and 
wins (from “Blankman”-"rchin99”, 
Internet Chess Club 2001) is a first ex- 
ample of the usefulness of & td, 

b) 8.n6 should be met by 9 hal as 
Black cannot afford to take on g5 any- 
way, since the opening of the hfile 
would lead to a deadly attack, eg. 
S.chxgs? 20 hxgs Zid§ 12 dth7+ ths 12 
43 and wins. Instead, the famous game 
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BKostic-ScTartakower, Bardejov 1926, 
continued 9,.c5 10 dxcs #16 11. a3 #a5, 
12 0-0-0 Wxe5 13 Jexh6?! (13 Exfo 2xfo 
14 Ded We7 15 94 gives White a strong 
attack) 13..gxh6 14 Wxho hs 25 Wos+ 
hE? (15..Wxgs 16 hxg6 2g4 defends) 
16 gl Wxg5+ 17 hxg5+ g8 18 gxfé 
Lixf6 19 95 ig7 20 Edgi es 21 Dea 
Bd8 22 Lfe+ £48 23 Bh7 Be6 24 hs 
and Black soon resigned. 

©) 8..2bd7 9 W4 is yet another good 
illustration of White's ideas, who in- 
tends to transfer his queen to ha (in or- 
der to attack h7). Trying to simplify with 
9.4145 runs into 10 Axds exds 11 0-0 
with the threat of 22 Sxh7+ followed by 
43 Wh4+ and 14 Sixe7 (but not yet 13 
axh7+? &xh7 12 What S98 13 Sxe7 
eB 14 0-0 Wxe7 15 Baer Wd8 16 Digs 
)f6 17 Bes, as in J Peters-Feldkampf, 
Zaandam 1959, when 17..te6! would 
have held everything together). And 
should Black play 11..2f6 12 aet 6, 
then 13 Des leads to a nice initiative. 
Note that 13..h6? is met, as usual, by 14 
-RXHG! gxh6 15 Wxh6 es 26 EF3 with a 
decisive attack, 

‘More logical is 9..c5, but the delay in 
attacking the centre (compared with 
8..c5I) means that White's attack is one 
move further ahead. H.lemke-HHeide, 
correspondence 1985, continued 10 
‘Wh4 g6? (correct was 10.6! 11 Sxh6 
‘gxh6 12 Wxh6 cxd4, when White seems 
to have no more than a draw) 11 dxcs 
‘ixeS 12 0-0-0 and Black was already in 
difficulties since taking on d3 would 
lose a piece, while after 12..Gied7? 13 
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bs DAS 14 Dds Lxgs+ 15 Oxg5 he 
had to resign. 

d) 8..2ic6 9 a3 transposes to line A4 
above (7 d3 Dé etc). 

€) 8.b6 plans to bring the light- 
squared bishop into play, but this is too 
slow as White can build up his attack 
very quickly: 9 Wis b7 10 Wha g6 (or 
10..n6 14. Axh6! of course) 11 0-0 \c6 
12 Des Ods (12..Mxes 13 dxes Dds 14 
Beg hs 15 Axe7 Wre7 16 Wo3 tog7 17 
Digs Bibs 18 Bi Oixd3 19 cxd3 We5+ 20 
Shi was also winning for White in 
HuNyfellerBKohle, correspondence 
1994) 13 Oixt7! dtxgs (or 13..xf7 14 
a7 thxt7 15 Gxh7+ ieB 16 Rxge+ 
Sd7 17 Oxds exds 18 Of5+ wes 19 
‘Wo 6+ &f8 20 2h5 mate) 14 Zixgs Wa7 
15 Dind5 exd5 16 c3 Baek 17 ExfB+ HxfB 
18 Rei $48 was played in N.Kampars- 
Gonciarz, correspondence 1963, and 
now 19 £1f31, threatening 20 Ke7, would 
have been very strong, e.g. 19..2c6 20 
kbs Be8 21 “ies Wa6 22 Bf and White 
is dearly better according to Freidl. 


9 0-0-0 is a significant alternative 


since, a8 we have seen, it can arise via 
several move orders. Unfortunately, it 
seems to be good for Black: 9..cxda 10 
Qxd4 e5 (better than 10.26 11 Exc6 
bxcé 12 Hf2 Dds 13 Axe7 Wxe7 14 Des 
aS 45 a3 Xb8 16 Mhft 247 17 Fics €5 38 
Dixd7 Wxd7 from “SacAttack™-"knock", 
internet Chess Club 2000, where after 
39 4 W7 20 cxds xd Black would 
only have had minor swindling chances) 
22 13 4\c6 12 Wea Was 13 Whs h6 14 
Axh6 (or 14 dixfé xf6 15 Wes 96) 
2.gxh6 15 Wxh6 eg! 16 Sxe4, when 
Black actually resigned in ROsthus- 
SPhillipps, correspondence 2001, but 
after 16..Wihs! | don't see how White 
should continue his attack. And neither 
does Rybka. 

s.cxds 

But not 9..2id5? which would atlow 
20 Sixh7+! Sexh7 11 Whas seg8 12 4 xe7 
Gxe7 (or 12..2xe7 13 Digs Hes 14 
Ph7+ FB 15 Bhs! Hg6 16 Rha and 
wins) 13 gs 2f6 14 Aces Abd7 15 
OO! ReB 16 xfe! Oxf6 17 HA! and 
White won in E1Diemer-NN, France 
3957. 

20 8hg 

Other lines are no better: 

a) 10 Dxdq @hs! 11 Weg f5 12 Rxe7 
frea 13 Axd8 exd3 14 gs dxc2 15 
ixc2 2ie6, as in S.Gordon-Cody, corre- 
spondence 1992; 

1b) 10 0-0-0 dxc3 11 xh7+ Oxh7 32 
xd cxb2+ 13 bxb2 Axds 14 RxdB 
Exd8, as in T.Brotherton- Barber, corre- 
spondence 1992; and 

©) 10 Geq Dads! 11 Wha f5 12 Axe7 


Euwe Defence 


xe7 13 Hegs h6 14 Ah3 Srecé don't 
give White sufficient compensation for 
the material. 
20..dxc31? 

20..h6 21 Rxh6l dxc3 12 xg7! 
sxg7 23 W9S+ is only a draw; but 
10.96 is possible, e.g. 11 “eq ds 12 
xe7 Bre7 13 Bre7 Hxe7 14 Srdg 
Bbeb 15 Qxc6 @xc6 16 0-0-0 es and 
Black was better in CHumeau- 
M Stepanov, Corsica 2008. 
44 Axfé Wxd3! 12 oxd3 Aixfé 13 Weg 
exb2 14 Sd 

According to Gallagher, 14 Xba is 
relatively better, although 14.36 15 
0-0 dB is still nice for Black. 
14...2d8 15 0-0 b6 16 Weg Bds 17 d4 
Pie6 18 Des 2b7 19 ixc6 Axes 


This was H.Van der Wijk-K Sakai, cor- 
respondence 2002, Black has a solid po- 
sition and two very strong bishops. 
White can be happy that he manages to 
achieve a draw after all, 
20 We2 Abs 

20.18 21 Wrba Soxdae 22 dha 
Bg5 23 Haz se3 would have been quite 
ugly for White. 
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21 Sxf6 gxf6 22 Wrb2 2c4 23 hg Mads 
24 Wa fs 25 hs h6 26 Wg3+ 18 27 BIg 
bg7 28 Wg3+ 2f8 29 Wis ©g7 30 We3+ 


Having studied this chapter so far 
‘one might think that 7..h6 is ar-error, as 
it lets White dream about the bishop 
sacrifice that has been so dominant in 
many fabulous wins. in fact, | think that 
in this particular situation 7..n6 is the 
strongest move, as White is unable to 
keep the bishop on the c1-h6 diagonal 
under favourable circumstances, The 
main line below is a nice illustration of 
what.can happen if White plays care- 
lessly, but even with the improvement 
given it remains to be seen if White has 
anything substantial in this line. 
eahe 

Given our previous experiences, 
keeping the bishop on the c1-hé diago- 
nal (in order to retain the sacrificial pos- 
sibilities on h6) might be worth a try: 

a) 8 sLe3 would be one way to do so, 
but then Black has 8..2g4l. although 
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White was successful after 9 a1 b6 10 
Seb5+ 06 11 ds Rb7 123 46 13 Re3 
‘Wc7 14 Des 2d6 15 bf4 0-0 16 Axh6!? 
Sixes 17 gs? 047? (17.g3+ and 
18_\e8 refutes the attack) 18 Axed 5 
19 dxes fixed 20 cq h7 21 Axe6 gxh6 
22 &fS+ in EsDiemer-KSturnmer, 
Rastatt 1957, Black could have improved 
his game on numerous occasions, such 
as with 13..\a6, intending to transfer 
the knight to ds via c7 (or ba), ttis hard 
to imagine that White has compensa- 
tion for the pawn here. 

) Should White really want to retain 
the possibility of &.xh6, he should play 8 
fa. 


Then one example of a promising at= 
tack was 8.d5 9 Dxds exd5 10 £3, 
6 (after 100-0 White may prepare 
Axhé or play it immediately, since 11 
Sexh6 gxh6 12 Wxh6 £5 13 Wyb> is at 
least a draw by perpetual check) 11 0-0 
Dd7 12 Maei 56 13 Bxebe! fxe6 14 
skg6+ df 15 es Sxes, as in D.Flude- 
Salton, Canterbury 2008. when 16 
Sxes+ O16 17 Whar digs 18 Wxb7 
would have won another pawn, leading 


toa great position for White. 

Alternatively, 8.tb4 9 ca Dea was 
suggested at the ChessPublishing.com 
forum as slightly better for Black, but 
after 10 Wd3 @xc3 11 bxea d6 12 Des, 
Qd7 13 Dg6! Axf4 (not 13..fxg6? 14 
Wag6t GefB 15 0-0 and wins) 14 @xta 
0-0 15 0-0 Dbé 16 b3 Dds 17 Duds 
exd5 18 ca c6 19 cxd5 (as in J.Holwell- 
V.klaus, correspondence 1992) 19..cxd5 
20 Ws White should not be worse at 
ail. 

¢) Giving up the bishop with 8 
Axf62l {s dubious, After 8..xf6 9 Dea 
247 10 0-0-0 Ab6 11 Aixfo+ Wie 12 
e2 £d7 13 Ehft Sf8 16 Sb2 Be7 15 
4.00.0 16 Was skb8 17 c5 He8 18 Ses 
£6? 19 Zf3 (19 Qxf7 looks ever stronger) 
29.088 20 Dig6 fxg6 21 DxtB es 22 BF 
White eventually won in KMarkwardt- 
Glagland, correspondence 1968; but 
instead of the passive 186, 18_2.e8! 
would have yielded good prospects for 
Black, €.g. 19 c6 £6! (29...8xc6 20 Dixcé+ 
bxc6 21 Ef3 leads to a draw) 20 xb7 
26 followed by 21..2xb7 and White is 
struggling to show anything for the 
pawn, 
8..2eat 

The inclusion of ..h7-h6 and 2hg 
ives Black this additional possibilty. 
The other method of trading the dark- 
squared bishops, 8..2d5, is no better 
than on move seven, as after 9 sxe7 
Wxe7 the problem with his light- 
squared bishop remains, in GWeber- 
AGegner, correspondence 1987, Black 
never tecovered from the problem: 10 


Euwe Defence 


Ded (or 10 4d3) 10.947 11 a3 a6 12 
Sed3 c5 13 cA A5f6 14 Fixes SixcS 15 
axes Wes 16 bg We7 17 0-0 0-0 18 
Baer “d7 19 Hea es 20 ¢5 f5 21 Xc4+ 
hs 22 Bha Sf 23 Wes Dd7 24 Der 
eB 25 gs 8 26 Wh3 eG 27 Kxh6+! 
9xh6 28 Wxh6+-<eqB 29 Aixe6 1-0, 

9 2ixeq xhgt 10 g3 e7 a1 gz 


Leisebein’s new move which is 
White's best hope to revive the 8 tha. 
line. Instead, 11 0-0-0 Was! 12 43 
Braz 13 «3 Des 14 Wha Has 15 h4 cs! 
16 Sines Dxes 17 dxes ses left White 
without compensation in F.Dril- 
ADonchenko, Griesheim 2003. 

31..247 12 Wes £46 13 Des Ods 14 
‘Wes?! 

But this is the wrong approach to the 
position; Leisebein suggests 14 Wf3 as 
an improvement, giving 24.00 15 
0-0-0 15 16 Oid2 cS 17 dxeS Axes 18 
2b3. 

14...0-0 15 0-0 c6 16 Tae Wb6 17 Wxb6 
axb6 

Even though White managed to 
achieve a draw in the end (Vs-Y/4, 42) in 
P.letsebein-Vvanov, correspondence 
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2001, it is clear that Black must be much 
belter here. So the rest of the game is of 
no further interest to us. 


Summary 
Recommended by Gallagher in Beating 
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the Anti-King’s Indians, the Euwe De- 
fence with 5..e6 isa solid, albeit passive 
defence to the Blackmar-Diemer. After 
the usual 6 295 7 White has two 
main options. 

7 ad3 is the old main line, which 
took a back seat after Gallagher's sug- 
gested 7..c5. Nevertheless, | think White 
does have chances here, especially after 
the seemingly underestimated 12 
Be2?. 

More recently, 7 Wd2, with the idea 
of castling queenside, has become 
popular and is an interesting alterna- 
tive, although the last word (especially 
after 7..h6) has certainly not been spo- 
ken 


244 d5 2.04 dxed 3 Tic3 AG 413 ext3 5 
af 26 


fp the Blackmar-Diemer Gambit. fi- 
sSchettoing the dark-squared bishop is 
ssually known as the Bogoljubow De- 
‘cz, even though Efim Dmitriyevich 
svly played it occasionally (he also em- 
eyed the Euwe Defence and the 
Sembacher Counter-Gambit). Among 
ose who regularly deal with the 


apie Nad oF 
ubow Defence aS 


Blackmar-Diemer, Georg Studier would 
undoubtedly have to be named as the 
‘one who contributed most to the basic 
theory underlying this system, 

The design of Black's game plan 
quickly becomes obvious: the bishop on 
the a1-h8 diagonal puts itself forward 
for play against the white d-pawn by 
means of ..c7-¢5 and/or ,..26, White's 
‘main objective, on the other hand, has 
not changed from that in the previous 
chapters: a direct assault on the enemy 
king. The only question is how best to 
cary itout. 


Sometimes White plays 6 295 297 
(6..2bd7 is note “c32' in Chapter 7) 7 
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‘Wa2 (7 ca is note ‘d’ to White's 7th 
move in Tine A below) 7..0-0 (7..h6 8 
84 would render Black's castling prob- 
Tematic) 8 0-0-0, which can be compared 
with 6 f4 in line B and may just trans- 
pose if White follows up with igs-h6 
{for instance, after 8..b6, 8..2bd7, or 
8.6), 

The drawback to putting the bishop 
con g5 comes after 8..c5! (8.04 9 ez 
640 h3 2xf3 11 xfs Wa5 12 b2 b5?! 
13 Dds! Was 14 Bixfb+ exfé 15 fa Wes 
16 gf a5 17 Wig? Ma6 18 h4 gave White 
a strong attack in KSoller-Wargler, cor- 
respondence 1953) 9 d5 a6, since 10 d6 
{Qs in line B) fs clearly no good here, in- 
stead, GMiller-R.Pape, correspondence 
1975, continued 10 ha bs (20.494 may 
be stronger, and if 11 Wa then 
21..WWd6!) 22 hs b4 12 Sext6 ext 23 Dez 
Sigh 14 hugs heg6 15 c3 35 16 Sita as 
17 dha f5 18 cg Dd7 19 Ddha Dbsr 
(29.-bxc3 20 bxc3 B78 was correct) 20 
6 fre (not 20..2ixca?? 24 ZhB+ and 
wins) 21 ShS+ xh 22 Ixh8+ dxhs 23 
‘Wh6+ and White escaped with a draw. 


A: 6 5.c4 and the Studier Attack 
To this day, the Studier Attack (6 04 
4ig7 7 0-0 0-0 8 We1) is the most popu- 
Jar way of dealing with the Bogoljubow 
Defence. And this is hardly surprising: 
the attacking patterns are as easy to 
learn as they are effective. Black has to 
play very accurately in order not to go 
quickly to the dogs. 
6.20.87 

This is almost invariably played. t 
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makes little sense to hold this move 
back; and, indeed, playing differently 
can cause problems. For instance, 
6.521 7 Des €6 8 Ags! sees Black al- 
ready in a mess (8 94 @fd7l 9 Qxd7 
Wha+ fs less clear), while after 6..2\bd7? 
7 dof 7+! Sxt7 8 Dgs+ gs 9 Deb Wes 
10 4ixc7 WB 11 Fixa8 Obs 12 WHS “ic6 
13 ds Dada 14 Wa Ds 15 Wxa7 White 
won in EJ.Diemer-M.kloss, correspon- 
dence 1956. 


700 
| cannot recommend other moves: 

4) 7 ha?! is the so-called Mad Dog At- 
tack, The idea is to take the black king: 
side by storm, but this rather primitive 
assault can be fended off quite easily: 
7..0-0 8 hS (Lane has suggested 8 s8g5, 
followed bby Wa2; this can be compared 
to the 295 lines examined below, in 
which an early ha-ha is often prema- 
ture; nevertheless, as opposed to the 
text, this would still be the better 
choice) 8.23xhs 9 Exhs gxhs 10 Was 
(necessary, as otherwise Black plays 
vwfif5-g6) 10...8d6! and White is lost as 
he cannot build enough force: 


ad) 11 £195 Hg6 22 3 (22 Dds Acs 
43.03 fs 14 WIS e6 15 Zixc7 Hac8 16 
‘bs fxd! and wins was P-Fraemohs- 
AOsipov, correspondence 2002) 12..6 
33 hd3 f5 14. 2b5 Das 15 c3 h6 16 hs 
a4 and even though White eventually 
won in NuJensen-HScott, correspon 
dence 1988, Black’s advantage is unde- 
niable, 

a2) 21 Did Wa3+ 12:6f1 D6 13 fs 
Bo6 14 BO3 Reb 15 <3 Aad 16 xcs 
ase 17 Sq1 Das 18 Wag c6 19 Bras 
él 20 dca Wxc4 21 Wxhs fo and Black 
soon won in T.Purser-}Richter Mendau, 
correspondence 1987. 

a3) 11 2e4 is met by 11.186 (better 
than 22.25 12 Gxt7+ Ext7 13 Qxd6 
Bxd3 14 x7 dixca when Black's ad- 
vantage is only minimal) 12 ha gs 
43 g3 and now, instead of 13.2487 
from RHolland-NN, England {skittles 
game) 1992, simply 13..n6 leaves Black 
with a clear advantage (Sawyer). 

) | would like to call 7 2es the Out- 
post Variation (even though it is gener- 
ally known as the Nimzowitsch Attack, 
for whatever reason). Obviously, the 


Bogoljubow Defence 


main idea is to play aggressively against 
f7-After 7..0-0 we have: 


1) 8 Wea was played in the game 
E.Diemer-Platz, correspondence 1950, 
which went 8.06 9 se3 Zibd7 10 igs 
6 11 0-0-0 Bc7 12 ha bs 13 Rb3 a5 14 
a4 bd 15 Zixd7 Wid7 16 Died Axed 17 
Wxee Bc7 18 hs Wa3 19 e7 Hes 20 
‘Bh3 cz 21 kgs 5? 22 Wxg6 hxg6 23 
‘Wxa6 S18 24 Zh Leb, when White 
forced mate by 25 Gxg7+! dxg7 26 
216+ $96 27 Sq3+ 2.94 28 Hxgg+ Shs 
29 Eg5+ etc However, after the critical 
8.Bixda 9 Dbs (or 9 Rd2 c6 10 0.00 
Dds) 9..$8V6 10 Les c5 as suggested by 
Nicki, it is highly doubtful if White has 
enough for two pawns. 

2) B st¥4 Sibd7 ~ to my surprise, this 
natural move was not examined by 
Sawyer. The idea is not so much to trade 
the knight on e5, but rather to close the 
a2-g8 diagonal by transferring the 
knight via b6 (an idea we have already 
seen in the Langeheinicke Defence and 
which will also feature quite frequently 
below). One example of how play might 
continue is 9 0-0 “\b6 10 &b3 c6 11 Hd? 
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‘@ibd5 12 ANG eb and Black has safely 
closed the a2-g8 diagonal, which leaves 
the knight on e grasping at nothing. 
After the further 13 3, as in GFiebig- 
Hartmann, correspondence 1985, then 
13.tixh6 24 Woh6 Aga 15 Fixga x94 
‘would have led to simplifications that 
favour Black (who is, after all, still a 
pawn up), 

3) 8 295 has the advantage that if 
Black blocks the a2-g8 diagonal with 
Abds now, the bishop is not attacked 
‘on f4. On the other hand, the knight on 
5 lacks additional support, which makes 
a counter-thrust by ..c7-¢5 more attrac- 
tive: 8..c51 9 dxcs (9 ds @bd7 10 Sixd7 
4kxd7 110-06 leaves Black a clear pawn 
Up, while 11 d6? 94 12 Wd2 Wixd6 13 
Wd exd6 14 0-0 £e6 gave him two 
pawns in P.Grott-GFiebig, correspon- 
dence 1989) 9..1as 10 We2 Wxcs is as- 
sessed as slightly better for Black by Saw- 
yer. ElDiemer-M.kloss, correspondence 
4955, continued 12 2f3 D6 12 Ae3 
‘Wo4 13 0-0 (13 0-0-0? Deg) 13..Wxb2 14 
ibs Whaz! 15 Saba Was 16 f4 a6 17 
Rc7 b6 18 Abdg Dxdg 19 Oixd4 247? 20 
\b3 Wea2 21 Wre7 and Diemer won 
eventually, but after 14..g4) there 
would not have been much hope for 
White, since 15 Zab doesn’t trap the 
queen because of 15..8.xf3, 

4) Finally, 8 0-0 is well met by 
8,.Q\c6l {which was not considered by 
Lane at all). Black directly targets the d- 
pawn, ignoring any temporary weak- 
nesses occurring after 9 ¥xc6 (9 Se3 is 
no better: 9..0xe5 10 dxes Wixda 12 
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Bands Ziga 12 dics Zines 13 2b3 614 
xe7 Be8 15 24 was played in 
DRosner-iKessler, correspondence 
2000, when 15...ie6 leads simplifica- 
‘tions with Black still a pawn up) 9...bxc6, 
Following 10 h3 (10 :ke3 runs into 
10.,2.g4; or if 10 4 M94 11 d5 eS! 12 
dxeé Wd4+ and Black was. winning 
E.J.Diemer-S.Wolk, Germany 1953; while 
after 10 M)e2 hs 11.3 €5 12 d5.0b7 13 
Wh3 Kbs 14 dxc6 dxcé 15 sixt74? dhs 
16 Wea Wa7 17 Sc4 Wad White was hit 
on the break in E1.Diemer-EKos, Ger- 
‘many 1950; Diemer later described £7 as 
a “strychnine pawn") 10..0h§ (or 
10.2d5 11 £b3 da6 and Black 1s 
clearly better, as noted in Schach-Echo 
6/1953) 11 De2 es! 12 g4 Wha! we 
teach a position where Black sacrifices a 
Piece, but gets more than enough 
‘pawns after 13 gxhs ixh3 14 Hf Wat 
25 Sha Wyxhs and has an ongoing ini- 
tiative on top. 

¢) After 7 £f4 0-0 8 Wd2 (8 0-0trans- 
poses to 7 0-0 0-08 Sf4, see note ‘d’ to 
White's th move) Black again plays 
8..c51. White now has: 


2) After 9 d5 the d-pawn can be 
safely blockaded with 9..a6 10 a4 est. 
MNicholls-ROruon, correspondence 
2001, continued 11 0-0 2d7 12 Baer 
Dab 13 Raz bs 14 RHE Df 15 Axq7 
sbxg7 16 Aes 4b7 17 Fic6 0xc6 18 dxc6 
cB 19 M5 Sided 20 We? ca 21 Zixfo, 
x66 and Black was better. 

@) 9 000 was played in 
‘ANeumeyer-JKainz, correspondence 
2002, but after 9..cxdé 10 Gixd4 dhga 12 
dei Dh5 12 Res €5 13 Lbs Wd 14 
Sxid2 2ic6 Black simplified the position 
and remained with an extra pawn. 

2) 9 dxc5 seems critical, though 
‘here is litte relevant practical material. 
Slack should probably reply 9..06 10 
@xd8 (10 0-0 Was 11 Dbs a6 regains 
the pawn since 12 2c7 Wxcs is check, 
while after 10 0-0-0 Wa5 11 2\b5 Black 
can play 11. Wad) 10..xd8 11 0-0 (11 
235 is coolly met by 11_.h6! 12 Gf? 
dg and White lost material in 
HSchulz-HAcker, correspondence 2004) 
s2.4if5 12 @b3 bs, followed by 
—Bac8, and it has become difficult to 
protect c5. 

4) 7 gs should also be met by 
7.0-0 8 Wa2 (8 Des retums to ‘b3" 
‘above; while 8 0-0 transposes to note ‘f 
t© White's 8th move) 8.c5! (Lane 
doesn't give this move even though it 
led to a clearly better position for Black 
inhistine after 7 stf4) and then: 

1) 9 dxes allows Black to simplify 
the position with 9..Wxd2+ 10 ixd2 
f5:21 0-0-0 bd7 and it will be diffi- 
cult for White to hang on to the c-pawn, 


Bogoljubow Defence 


d2) 9 dS 26 10 a4 Mbd7 12 0-0 H1b6 
12 Wig Oxca 13 Wxca Afs 14 Dads We 
35 Bd2 Wb4 16 Ses was played in 
PMotta-PHelkkinen, Billings 1991, and 
now instead of 26..18xc4, either 
16.07 or 16..2\g4 is winning almost 
instantly. 

3) 9 0-0-0 cxdg 10 Mxd4 Sg4 11 
‘der We7 12 db3 Rds 13 Aicbs Wa7 14 
3 a6 45 hxg4 axbs 16 2ixbs Wxd2+ 17 
Sixd2 46 was seen in ANeumeyer- 
Pleisebein, correspondence 1998, but 
this allowed 18 g5 eB when a draw 
was agreed. The immediate 16.,2c6 is 
better as now White cannot play 94-95. 

Returning to7 0-0: 


7-igal? is not entirely without 
merit. White should refrain from 8 
Exf7471 as alter B_sexf7 9 Des+ seas 
(9.38 15 even better) 10 Zixg4 Zxga 
21 Wixga Wide 12 Wadd Sixday 13 
‘soha dixc3 24 bxc3 Océ Black remained 
a comfortable pawn up in AFrémmel- 
HSchilling, correspondence 1986. 
Therefore, White should try 8 h3 Sixf3 9 
xf3, when we have: 
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a) 9_.Wrda+? 10 e3 Wexca 13 Wxb7 
‘Wc6?? (but 11...0-0 12 Wxa8 Aicé 13 7 
Bb8 14 Wxc7 Rxb2 15 Rabt! is clearly 
better for White) 12 Wc8 mate was ac- 
tually played in AHall-M.Darlow, corre- 
spondence 1986. 

'b) With 9..€6 Black can try to adopt 
defensive ideas already seen; in turn 
White may try to exert pressure via the 
half-open ffile after 10 Le3 Sbd7 11 
4. Practical examples are still missing, 
but | think that White has good chances. 

) 9.26 is more active and requires 
‘precise play: 10 4e3 0-0 11 Dada, when 
11,.486 12.94 2)a5 13 he c6 1403 2d5, 
15 eq Wic7 16 dict bs 17 Wf2 Hads 18 
Wh4 26 19 295 h 20.3 Ads 21 Nha 
2fa gave Black the better position in 
U.Gohla-CWunderlich, correspondence 
2001. White should try 42 a3, which en- 
sures that the light-squared bishop can 
stay on the a2-g8 diagonal. Black can 
strike in the centre with 12..es, but after 
13 dxes Wes (23...2ixe5 allows 14 Wxb7) 
14 $)d5 Gxd5 45 Sixds Wxb2 16 5 
da 17 Sexf7+ bh8 18 Wea White has 
‘compensation in view of the bishop pair, 
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sWer 

This move initiates the Studier At- 
tack, which plans a straightforward as- 
sault with Wha, £h6 and @gs, Many 
other ideas have been tried, but none of 
them are truly satisfactory: 

a) 8 Ses?! despite its weaknesses, is 
surprisingly often played, but as given 
above Black has an effective counter in 
8..2ic6! (see note ‘ba’ to White's 7th), 

b) 8 h3 prevents _é.g4 to take pres- 
sure off dé, intending to follow with 
295 and Wd2 (as pointed out by Lane}, 
but in my view it is too slow: 8..c6, 
(this is more to the point than 8..bd7 
9 Her Db6 10 43 c6 11 Wha Dbds 12 
Eh6 followed by 2g5) 9 Sg5 (or 9 ke3 
De8 10 Wd2 Ad6 intending 21,.2f5 
with pressure against d4) 9..if5 10 Zen 
(20 Wd2 allows 10..%e4 11 Yixeq fxeg 
32 ¢3 Ads with a better position for 
Black in RWalmisley ERasmussen, cor 
respondence 1993) 10..h6 11 fa g5 12 
sRe3 e6 13 De2 Dba 14 Lb3 Was and 
White had no compensation for the 
pawn in .Dowling-ERasmussen, corre- 
spondence 1993, 


©) 8.3 protects the d pawn but is 
‘again too slow; the bishop needs to go 
to h6 in one move as now Black man- 
ages to trade too many pieces: 8.bd7 
(8.2.6 is also possible, intending 9 
‘d2 Qg4!, while 9 h3 transposes to the 
previous note) 9 Wes (or 9 Wdz Dbé 10 
Xb3 Dbd5) 9,..Ab6 10 b3 DAbds 12 
Qxds Minds 22 Sixds Wxds 23 Wha Of, 
24 2g5? (but 14 iLh6 is met by 14.._e4) 
24..h6 45 “F3 Wed and Black was win 
ining In J.Menella-A.Renna, USA 1992. 

) 8 deha fs the Kloss Attack. Sawyer 
only gives an unannotated White win, 
which is bad insofar as, to some, this 
might suggest a certain validity; in real 
ity stht is just a loss of an important 
tempo: 8.24 9 e3 (or 9 g5 Hic6 10 
Der Dea 11 $e3 Ad 12 Lb; Hifs 13 
Agi dixfs 14 Dxfs Doxda 25 xa 
@xda 16 Baz \xb3! 17 axb3 Wc8 and 
Slack is two pawns up for nothing, while 
after 47 Bxd8 Rad8 and 28_Axa1 
Black has too much material for the 
queen) 9..2)bd7 10 h3 xf3 12 Wxfs 
2b6 12 £b3 6 and, in contrast to 
7-tig4, Black can close the 22-98 di- 
agonal just in time: eg. 13 e2 Qbd5 
424 Ag? e6 and White had no compensa- 
‘ton for the pawn in AHolinbuchner- 
Strasser, Wattens 1999. 

#) 8.8.(4.is problematic because e7- 
5 is now even stronger; e.g. 8.tg4 9 
a2 (or 9 h3 Wxf3 10 Rxt3 Abd7 23 3 
G28 12 db3 Dd6 13 Dez e5 14 dxes 
2xe5 was clearly better for Black in 
RSicker-J Kessler, correspondence 2000) 
2Oc6 10 Rada Sixf3 12 Bxf3 e522 


Bogoljubow Defence 


dues Buda 13 xd Zhs 14 d7 (not 14 
e621 Dixf4 15 ext7+ HB 16 Lxéa hE, 
skewering the rooks, H.Offenborn- 
FCottegnie, correspondence 2006) 
14.905 15 sixt7+ Bxf7 16 Bxf7 sext7 
17 Gert Heb 18 94 e6 19 gxhs gxhs 
20 eg nes 21 Kg3 gave White just 
enough play to draw in W.Trumpf- 
‘Muck, correspondence 2007. 

)8 igs can be rebutted as well Black 
plays 8..Aic6 9 Wd2 (9 Wet Zixd4 40 Rat 
Oxia 11 xs Wes 12 dkxf6 ext 13 
245, from Asunker-P.Woeifelschneider, 
correspondence 2000, doesn't give White 
enough activity, as after 13..Wxer+ 14 
Sea f5 15 xc7 Hb8 Black still has two 
bishops and an extra pawn; while 9 d5 is 
not recommended either, as after 9.“)a5 
40 £2 c6 White cannot play 11 bé due 
to 11..Wb6+) 8.2394 10 Zadz (20 ds is 
again met by 10@\a5 11 2e2 c6) 10.6 
11 f4?! (but 11 ha Sas 12 er fs 
allows Black to secure his kingside) 
11e5| gave Black the better game in 
AlDries-£De Vries, correspondence 
1991, 

Returning to8 Wea, 
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Black has no less than four serious 
alternatives: 


‘Two other moves should also be 
mentioned: 

a) B..c5?1 is premature! as after 9. 
xcs! Black has to waste time regaining 
the pawn. SSoetewey-FWantiez, Ant- 
Wwerp 1997, continued 9..#a5 10 3 
2x6 (10..2g4 runs into 22 Dds!) 12 
Wha FS 12 WII? (preventing 294) 
12..lfba? (but otherwise White plays 13 
a3 and 14 ba, eg. 12..xc2 13 a3 ads 
14 ba Wic7 15 21bs Wes 16 Lh6 with the 
usual attack) 13 a3 Wxb2 and now sim- 
ply 14 2d2 followed by 35 Baz would 
have won for White. 

b) 8..c6 is a semi-useful move, but 
does nothing to deter White's attack 
with 9 Wh4 and then: 

ba) 9..2ibd7 10 Rh6 Db6 11 bs 
transposes to line A1 (see the note with 
10...c6), 

2) 9..f8f5 10 Bh6 Sexe2 (10.2 xh6 
11 Wxhé 4ig4 is only a temporary deter- 
rent: after 12 Wd2 Qd7 13 h3 Zigfé 24 
Bae1 Ob6 15 s&b3 Wd6 16 Wh6 the at- 
tack was back on in KStummer- 
CSallner, correspondence 1990) 11. Ags, 
Axh6 12 Wxh6 Wxda+ 13 Sha Dbd7 
was W.Wittmann-K Rakoczy, correspon 
dence 1968, where White found 14 e6! 
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fre6 15 Dne6 Digg 16 WfBs ExtB 17 
Exf8+ Sixf8 18 Sixd4 203 19 Ber wef7 
20 h3 @f6 21 Sf3 and the players 
agreed a draw, though White is slightly 
better in the final position. 

b3) After 9,094 Lane suggests 10 
e3, but in the Studier Attack this 
bishop belongs on hé! it makes more 
sense to strengthen the d-pawn with 10 
2, seeing as 10..1d5 is not possible. 
The game FOrillADiehm, Griesheim 
2002, continued 10..xf3 14 xf3 @)h5 
12 igs f6 13 Raft @d7 14.94 Was 15 
4kxfé Dhxf6 16 g5 Dhs, and here 17 
\g3! would have won for White. 


‘Au: 8..2)bd7 


8..2bd7 is a flexible move that re- 
tains two possibilities: for one, Black is 
now even more ready to strike with w.c?- 
5, but more important is the idea to 
close the a2-g8 diagonal by means of 
~2b6-d5, a defensive idea that should 
be familiar by now. The line was advo- 
cated by GM Ludek Pachman in his book 
Damengambit, which is why it is also 
known as the Pachman Variation. 


‘As mentioned above, there is also the 
{dea of 9..c5. However. it is surprisingly 
easy to deal with; 1, 10 dxcstand then: 

a) 10..18c7 11 e3 Dxcs (instead, 
14.205 was tried in EL Diemer-Schijt, 
Bwolle 1959, but after 12 bs! Axts+ 
33 Exfs Wes 14 tds Bhs 15 Axfo 
‘Sac5+? 16 Waa Black also bit the dust) 
22 Dibs Wcé 13 Des Wes was seen ina 
game NN-NBarnett, correspondence 
3978, when 14 Wxeq @fxea (or 
sa.Qexea? 15 Dxf7! Ext7 16 Sze 
x67 17 2ic7 bs 18 2xa7 and wins) 15 
Eaf7+ (15 Dxf7 Keb!) 15.08 16 Ada 
would have given White a clear advan- 
‘tage. 

'b) 20...Cixcs 11 e3 (the standard 11. 
£h6?/ now runs into 11..Wb6) 11.226 
(22..2e6 can be met by 12 Bada Was 13 
PAS; ¢.g. 13..b5 14 D\xe7+ ehB 15 dexe6 
Axe 16 2d4! and the threat of 17 
Wcf6l is quite annoying) 12 xcs We7 
23 Sixes Wxcs+ 14 dha (14 Ws Wxdas 
a5 Qxdg Deq 16 Rxt? Bxt7 17 Deeg 
Badge 18 skhi Rf 19 Bd1 dg7 20 


Bogoljubow Defence 


Sixf7 2x7 21 Oxf6 Sxfé led to a level 
endgame in Cliew-ASchenning, corre- 
spondence 1998) 14..fxe6 15 \g5 and 
White has a slight advantage (as ana- 
lysed by Smith & Hall) 

20.2b3 


10.85 

Alternatively: 

a) 10..23bd5 closes the a2-g8 diago- 
nal immediately, but it seems White has 
‘enough more than play for the pawn; 
eg. 12 Bh6 (11 Axd5 Duds 12 2h6 
might be met by 12.f6!2) 11.2xc3 
(22.46 is note 'b’) 12 bxc3 Axh6 13 
Wrhe Zigg 14 Whs hs 15 Ags wf5? 16 
Ext! gxfs 17 Wehs sa7 18 Sixf7 and 
Black resigned in G.Goanos-M.Donovan, 
Savannah 1999. 

) 20..c6 hasthe same idea, but suf- 
fers from being too slow; eg. 11 &hé 
Qbds 12 Gas Des? (but if 12...f5 13 
94 Rxh6 14 Bxh6 Zie3 15 gxfs Wxdd 16 
‘Sha Wd2 17 gi Axfs 18 Wh should 
win anyway) 13 Bxg7 Qixfi 14 Axfé hs 
45 Oxf7 Uxf7 16 2xe7 1-0 ACosta- 
AAlvim, correspondence 1995, ifinstead. 
11.axho 12 Wxh6 494 13 Wh4 hs, 
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then 14 h3 @if6 15 Ge5! resumes the 
attack. Peisehein-RFischer, correspon- 
dence 1989, continued 15.697 16 2f3 
Wd6 17 Mafi £e6 18 Rxe6 Wxe6 19 
ea Hbd7 20 igs ds 21 Wa Lads 22 
3 cS, and here 23 exf7! would have 
regained the pawn with a clear advan- 
tage as 23..lxf4 24 Hxfa 2xf7? loses 
the other rook to 25 F\e6+. 

a1a4 


Necessary, since the direct 11. @.h6 is 
not sufficient here: 11..a4 12 295 axb3 
13 xg? xg7 14 Exfo ho 15 Sxt7+ 
Ef] 16 Wih6+ sexh6 27 Oxt7+ g7 18 
‘2\xd8 bxc2 and Black is winning: e.g. 15 
Bet (19 Sf runs into 19.494! and 
should White save the knight, 20.44 
is rather embarrassing: while 19 45 al- 
lows the neat 19...85 20 “ixb7 @xd5! 
21 Gxds Zxaa! 22 Ber Exb2 winning) 
19..c6 20 Sxe2 2f5 21 Me2 Mxd8 22 
Exe7+ @h6 23 Bxb7 D4 24 dba Sea 
followed by ..2¢2 and a pawn falls 
Idea 

Pachman's continuation, which 
looks like the best here. Black has also 
tried: 
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a) 11..2g42! 12 He2 Dds 13 3 sf6! 
44 0.95 ide3 saw Black clearly better in 
LHayden-D,.Rogers, correspondence 
1975. But it is hard to see what was in- 
tended after simply 12 h3, as given by 
Harding, Taking on da is near suicidal 
(22 ixdae? 13 Sindg Wide 14 sha 
leaves the knight on g4 pinned to the 
queen, and 12.26 13 g3 Sxda+ 14 
2xda Wada 15 dha D6 16 Ls wins 
the exchange), while 12..2f6 has just 
wasted two tempi 

b) 11.2\bds is ‘ittle different than 
‘on the previous move: 17 h6 dixhé 
(not 12.2ixc3 13 bxc3 ga? 14 Dg5 
hs 15 Sxg7 Gxg7 16 Axf7! Wa7 17 
&b3 Fla6 48 flaei and White won in 
AHall-R Mitchell, correspondence 1984) 
13 Wxh6 2igg 14 Wa2 (14 What, as be- 
fore, was more logical) 14.2ixc3. 15 
bxc3 bq7 16 aei La6 17 h3 Dh6 18 
igs (6 19 Hit4 Nc6 20 cA Bs 22 eS! 
95 22 Wf2 Rab 23 cs Was 24 Da with 
an unclear position in AHall-8.Thomas, 
correspondence 1986, 

22863 

This time it is correct to put the 
bishop here as neither ..2345 nor .“2g4 
are now possible, instead: 

a) 12 2g5 was analysed by Studier 
and Gegner, but after 12..xd4+ 13 
sha h6! 14 S)xt7 Hxt7 15 h3 (or 15 
Axh6 Zafs) 15.4fd51 (rather than 
15.957 16 xf7+ dixf7 17 Wega Wag 
418 hxg4 and White is slightly better) 16 
axfy Gxf7 17 Dxds Wars! 18 Ghz 
‘xd Black comes out clearly on top. 

) 12 Dez xfs 13 Rxts Wa7 14 he 


‘DbdS 15 Haft cb also left Black a-sohid 
pawn up in J.Felber-V.Driike, correspon 
ence 1997, especially after the further 
36.3 Wal. 
ants 

Otherwise White will move the 
imight away; €.g. 12..c6 13 eS! cB 14 
Baei Pibds 15 Lh6 Oxh6 16 Whe Ws 
a7 Wiha Re6 18 eq! Wrd4 19 Ags 
fd8. 20 Rxf6 1-0 “Chochoyp”-“salo", 
‘online game 2002. 
23 Bixf3 Wd7 14 Safa Wega 15 Wa 6 16 
Afg Dbds 17 Les Dxc3 


We are following P.Vanhamme- 
GMasquelier, correspondence 2002 
Hete White should have recaptured 
with the pawn, 18 bxc3, when the 
bishop pair and the pressure along the 
ffile would yield enough compensation. 
\nstead, the game continued: 

38 Exc3?l Zeal 19 Axt7+ weh8 20 
xg skoxg7 22 Wea xc3?! 

{t is true that Black should not play 
2A_Bxt7 22 Hixf7+ seexf7 23:13 We6 (or 
23..Wfs 24 f3) 24 e3, but 21,.2f6! 22 
‘b3 Wxd4+ would have regained the 
pawn with a clearly better position. 


Bogoljubow Defence 


22 Bes+ Shé 23 bxc3 Wes 24 Wer e6 
25h4 Be7 Yeh 

In view of 26 @#e3+ %g7 (but not 
26..957? 27 hxgS+ Wxg5 28 Stes) 27 
Wes+ LhG 28 We3+ etc, the players 
agreed toa draw. 


Here Black decides to block the file 
with his bishop in order to pre-empt any 
sacrificial ideas involving Xxf6 which 
are so common in the Studier Attack: 
Often the game will transpose to 8..c6 
9 Wha fs which is covered below (see 
Tine Adz}, though there is some inde- 
pendent value should Black decide to go 
after the poor white c-pawn. 
oiahs : 

The consequent reply. 9 $:b3?! pro- 
tects the c-pawn but allows Black to hat- 
ass the bishop with 9,..0c6 10 ®e2 (or 
30 Hiha Gas! ~ see note ‘c’ to White's 
20th move in line Aga) 10..aS! 14.¢3 a4. 
P.Welfelschneider-V.lvanov, correspan- 
dence 2001, continued 12 Sica Zas 13 
RbS a3 14 g3 (or 14 b4 66 15 Rag Hed 
16 £b3 id3) 14.axb2 15 0xb2 Leb 16 
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a3 6 17 Bd3 Be8, when White's 
pieces had been completely distracted, 
and after 18 Rb4 b6 19 Migs Ads 20 
‘We2 e5 21 dxes hs 22 Sixhs Exes 23 
Sxf7 Rxf7 24 Dxt7 oxf7 25 Wia+ fe 
26 fg b5 27 Bxa5 Kxas 28 Wxc6 Wes 
29 WxeB+ txe8 Black went on to win, 
Goth xe?l 

As already noted, 9..4\c6 transposes 
to 8..2c6, while 9..6 returns to 8..c6 
above. Two other moves that have beer: 
‘ried (but should not be feared) are: 

a) 9.0947! 10 h3 Rxd4+? a2 Sha 
2 f6 12 Wg3 and White wins a piece. 

b)9..!bd7 20 ha! (the immediate 10 
SHG is well met by 10.2xh6 21 BExhs 
aga 12 Wha? 4e3 or 12 Wa Sb6 13 
b3 Wde and Black is better, 
CHerbrechtsmeier-B Filipovic Swiss 
Team Ch, 2005) 10..23b6 (or 10.22 
21 2ig5!) 44 b3 Abds 12 RHE c5 13 
Baer Hck 14 Sixds @ixds 15 c4 S616 
ds bs 17 gs with a massive initiative 
in EHohne-Zivanovic, correspondence 
game. 
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‘There was no way to successfully de- 
fuse the white attack: 

a) 10..c6 is note'b2' to 8..c6. 

b) 10..e6 11 2495 Shs? (12...xh6 12 
‘Wxh6 retums to the main line) 32 axg7 
‘exg7 13 Exf7+! Bxl7 14 Dxe6+ is a 
standard motif in the Studier Attack 
that should be memorized. 

© 10.2bd7 11 Ags Afs 12 &xg7 
bxg7 13 Ext! NG (13..gxf5 14 Sxl? is 
another version of the motif just intro- 
duced) 14 Bxt7 Bxf7 15 xf? gxfs 16 
Ke6 was quite uncomfortable for Black 
in RRost-H Erbe, correspondence 2003 

d) 10.446 11 dS (not 11 952? 
‘Wxd4+ and the queens come off) 
12Qas (12..b4 once more allows 12 
Qgs! Shs 13 fixg7 bxg7 14 Exf7+ 
gS 15 d6 Wxds 16 Bxe7+ 1-0 
H.vosselman-Wilske, correspondence 
1986) 12 Qg5 Fixc4? (but if 12.015, 
then 23 £431) 13 4ixq7 &xg7 14 Exf6l 
6 15 Exf7+! 1-0 OGrantz-HNaused, 
correspondence 1998, since 152xf7 
(as.g8 is answered by the cute 16 
Zg7+!) 16 De6+ should be familiar by 
Tow. 

21 Wxh6e6 

This seems most resilient, but White 

stil has enough momentum. Other 
moves: 
a) 11..2c6 12 295 2-0 AJunker- 
DRRosner, correspondence 2000, due to 
12.Wadae 13 Soha fs 14 Dds! Rfds 
15 Sixf6+ Wxf6 16 Jaxt7+ and wins, 

b) 11..0g¢ drives the queen back 
only temporarily: after 12 Wa Suf5 13 
3 26 14.94 d7 15 WHE she was back 


with more force in JAndersson 
TSawyer, correspondence 1996, which 
finished 15..J8c6 16 d5 1-0. 

) 12.2bd7 12 Ags fs 13 gal 
£xg4 14 Exf6l Dxfo 15 Dds Ghs 16 
ft was TSawyer-‘SharpShooter’, 
internet Chess Club 2999, where Black 
trad to give up his queen to avoid mate. 
Inthe further course of the game White 
‘id not manage to convert this material 
advantage (0-1, 43), but this is of no fur 
ther theoretical interest. 
12.0)gs Wxdar 

12...2f5 13 fal gives White an over- 
whelming attack. 
saha ats, 


ats! gts 

44..exf5 allows 15 ids! @bd7 16 
Bers he 17 dxf7 Des 18 Gufs with a 
winning position (Lane). 
35 Axe6! \bd7 

45..fxe6 16 ©xe6 wins the queen or 
ting, while 15..Wes 26 S.d5! O\bd7 47 
Bie7+ he 18 Sixt7+ Bxf7 19 Ag6+ soos 
20 Gwe5 Dees 22 Wife 10 was 
DGedult-Thelliers, Paris 1973. 
16 dexfs! Zad8 27 dixh7+ hs 18 Lege 


Bogoljubow Defence 


Black has no defence. T.Sawyer- 
S\Wead, correspondence 1991, con- 
uded: 

19.82 

Nothing else is any better: 

a) 19..We3 20 &h7+ 10 was 
‘TSawyer-S.Wead, correspondence 1995. 

1b) 19..Wes is met by 20 Zxd7! Wra 
24. Gh7+ Wh8 22 Ag6r siege 23 Axf7+ 
‘Exf7 24 Wg6+ and mate next move. 

©) 19..Wxda+ 20 @xdi is hopeless; 
eg. 20.Ede8 24 Sie3 Exeg 22 Axe 
2ixes 23 2s followed by Wg7 mate. 

20 Sh7+ hS 21 g6+ SgB 22 Dceal 
fixg6 

tn the earlier game RBerthelsen- 
N.Grant, correspondence 1970, Black 
just resigned here. 

23 Wixg6+ cthB 24 Zixf2 Hde8 25 Sif7+ 
10 


3:8. gt 

This move has even less independent 
value than 8..dif5. As it usually trans- 
poses to 8..4ic6 lines of A43, | will only 
cover a few separate ideas here. 
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9 Wha cS? 

The most interesting deviation. In- 
stead, 9..40c6 (the best course of action) 
and 9,..6 again transpose to 8..\c6 and 
8..c6 respectively. Black has also tried: 

a) 9...Sixf3 10 Exf3 Dc6 is inaccurate 
in that i gives White the choice be- 
tween 11 Se3 (transposing to the 
8.216 main tine) and 24 She2!, which 
reaches note ‘a’ to White's 10th move in 
‘43 (while avoiding the stronger possi- 
bility of 8.26 9 Wh4 gs 10 Ze2 
FSI), Alternatively, 10.05 11 axes 
2ibd7 22 Se3 2ie5 transposes to 9..c5, 
10 dxe5 £'c6 below. 

b) After 9..bd7 10 2g5 is both 
primitive and effective: 10..167 
(20..26? failed to 11 Exfél hs 12 
ohxt7+ Dxf7 13 Exf7 Snag 14 sft! 1-0 
Fkeller-HTuchtenhagen, correspon 
dence 1989; 10..h5 11 h3 AfS 12 ga! 
and 10..e6 11 d5! ate also good for 
White) 11 xf Zxf7 22 Jixt7+ exf7 23 
Wxg4 and White went on to win in 
Hiklett-H.Etbe, correspondence 2000. 

20 dxes We8 
20.46 11 We} Bxf3 12 Bxf3 Des 
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23 Bh3 Dixce (similarly 13..h5 14 b4 a5 
45 Hdi Wc8 46 a3 axb4 17 axb4 dB 18 
Ef Dega?l 19 Hes Wes 20 29s RFs 22 
Mig3 Zies 22 ab3 Rade 23 da 2ig4 24 
3 gave White a huge advantage in 
Jpohm-¥.Razuvaev, Dortmund 1985, 
when Black took his “grandmaster 
draw") 14 Rdi WB 15 Wxc4 led toa 
decisive endgame advantage for White 
after 15..Wc6 16 &d4 Had8 17 Zhd3 
d7 18 bé a6 29 a4 RfdB 20 bs Wes 22 
Bxf6 axb5 22 axb5 Mxd3 23 Hxd3 xf 
24 Dds in P.leisebein-ANeumeyer, cor 
respondence 1999. 


11463 

Gegner's idea 22.295 Wres+ 12 tha 
Wace 13 R14 works well after 13.86? 
14 Bxf6l and wins, or 23,8 14 Das 
eB 15 Exté h6 (15~exf6 loses to 16 
2ixf6+ &f8 17 “gxh7+) 16 Qxf7, when 
it is obvious that it is Black who has to 
be more careful. Unfortunately, a third 
queen move refutes this variation: 
23.87! 14 Bxf6 WS 15 Bf Sxc3!? (or 
just 15..2c6) 16 bxc3 Wxc3 and White 
has zero compensation for the material 
deficit. 


aclixfs 12 xfs Wigs 13.285 

13 Rigi? Wxh4 14 Bxhg Des 15 BFL 
might be a better try, when White has 
‘more control over the centre. 
13..bcha 14 Sixha Zic6 


Lane assesses this position as equal, 
quating H.Schub-H.Neunhoetfer, Viern- 
hhein 1984, which conchided: 
1$He1 Dads 

415.294 (as in KKentJ.Heikkinen, 

arrespondence 1997) should be met by 
26 fg (but not 16 2xe72, due to 
36 dat! 17 Shi D+ 18 Dxte dix 
39 Gifs Pixe7 20 Exf2 lack 21 Se4 dg7 
‘and Black is clearly better) 16_xc3 17 
{5x3 2igeS 18 SLb3, when the two bish- 
‘ops and active rooks give White enough 
play for his wrecked pawn structure. 
36 Bd3 ga a7 Dds Aub2 18 Axe7+ 
Qxe7 19 Uxe7 Sxd3 20 exd3 das 22 
Sha Axes 22 Sxb7 Hg7 23 h3 Des 26 
Be7 bxe7 Yr 


Aa Bs 

This move, directly attacking the 
white d-pawn, leads to the main lines of 
the Studier Attack. 


Bogoljubow Defence 


‘A pawn down, White doesn't have 
the luxury of playing defence; for ex- 
ample, 9 Dez ifs 10 c3 saves the c- 
pawn as well as the light-squared 
bishop, but after 10..0.a5 11 bs a6 12 
Sag bS 13 Adz cd Black was in com- 
plete control in RSmook-tabelle, Ca- 
nadian Ch, Toronto 1972; oF 10 tb3 a5 
11 a4 2ibe and Black already has every 
‘thing in place while White lags behind, 

After the text Black has three main 
ways of handling the position: 


‘Aga: 9..Dgal? 184 

A42:9.0865 189 

ANS: Sunk gal 194 

Others: 

a) 9..067 10 2h6 £b7 13 Rada Das 
is far too slow: 12 “gS! &)xc4 13 xg7 
bxg7 14 Exf6 h6 15 Rxf74! Rxf7 16 
Be6+ wins in a familiar way (but not 16 
Dxf7? ext? 17 xh, asin 
GAlexopoulos-S.Niculescu, Jamaica 
rapid 1992, when 27...Wh8! defends), 
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b) 9.2\b4l? is a recent try. Then 10 
Bb3 (10 he? fails to 10.2 vc2 13 Ags? 
Waxd4+ or 24 Bada Jexh6 12 Wxh6 Zigt 
33 Wha e5 ete) 10..0f5 12 Bf2 (still not 
14 Gh6? sexh6 22 Wyeh6 Axe 13 igs 
Wada 14 ha Me3 45 Baer egg 16 
Wh4 Wa6 27 Rds Wxh2+ 28 Wxh2 xh 
19 Sixha h6 20 O43 Dgat 21 dga De3 
22 \d5 Oxda 23 &\xe7+ &h7 24 Exda 
ga and Black should have won in 
P.leisebein P.Woelfelschneider, corre- 
spondence 2602) 11..\g4 12 Re2 x6 
33 d5 da 14 Pixd4 dexdae 15 wha es 
16 gs 16 17 2.2 g5 (to give the knight 
a retreat) 18 Wg3 was quite unclear in 
KBehrendorf NLuzuriaga, correspon 
dence 2000. Black has retained his 
pawn, but his position is somewhat 
loose. The game continued 18.s¢h8 19 
ft Gih6 20 ibs skb6 21 Zxesi? a6 22 
c3 Gas 23 BxaS axb5 24 Ac3 b4 25 
Sixbd thes 26 Wess WI6 27 2.03 Wes 
28 Axe5+ Sg8 29 d6+ DF7 30 dxc7 SFB 
31.3 &cB 32 Oxt7 Sixf7, leading even- 
tually to.a draw. 


‘Aaa: 9..\gal?- The Kloss Variation. 
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Black's simple idea is to prevent thé 
while attacking the white d-pawn; 
‘though, as we will see, taking the pawn 
creates its own problems. 

10 fat 

Gegner's move. Other lines are tess 
promising: 

a) 10 Der? is just bad as it trades a 
precious attacking piece without elimi- 
nating Black's dark-squared bishop: 
10..2ixdd 11 Dexd4 Sxdgr 12 stoha (not 
12 A)xd4?? Wrd4+ and 13..Wxcd) 216 
33 Sigs Qe3 14 Bfer Axca 15 Wrea 
Was! (better than 15..c6 16 Wha Sxg5 
17 Sings hs 18 Radi We7 29 gf f6 20 
Des hxgd 21 Wxgd gS 22 Mgt €5? 23. 
‘Whs BY7 24 Mxg5 Bg7 25 Af7 Reb 26 
Whe+ Sxt7 27 Zxg7 mate, EJ.Diemer- 
‘Mloss, correspondence 1958) 16 Hadi 
‘Whe 17 Wie fs 18 xfs Wee 19 Wc7 
"Wxb2 was good enough in LCzismadia- 
KKerek, Paks 1994, although 16..#xb2 
17 Wxc7 4f5 would have been even bet- 
ter. 

b) 10 ds can be met by 10..WWid6! 11 
Wha (42 dxcé West is the point) 
11. Scces 12 2b3 016 13 Wo3 @xf3 14 
gxf3 Wxa3 15 hxg3 Des 16 Des sg? 17 
g5 He8 and White had no compensa: 
tion in JHebson-ADe Vriendt, corre- 
spondence 1970. 

) 10 hi, removing the king from 
the g1-a7 diagonal, is met by 10.,xda 
11. 9)g5 4)h6 12 Bdi (or 12 Le3 Mdfs 13 
Exfs dixfs 14 Eda Wes 15 Dds de 16 
94 xg4 17 dq hs and Black fought 
off the attack in another Soller-Milller 
game) 12..05 13 De2 Heb 14 Sxe6 fre6 


15 €3 was played in KSoller-G.Miiller, 
correspondence 1987, and now Black 
uncorked 15...5f31 16 Wad? (but after 
26 Bxd8 @ixh4 17 Bxa8 Exa8 18 Dxe6 
©6 Black remains a clear pawn up) 
16..Ag4ll 47 gxf3s Wada 18 Wada D2¥ 
19 shga Gxda 20 ¥ig3 Bfd8 21 Axes 
d6 22 Dxg7 Sxg7 23 Sfi and here, 
according to my database, the game 
was drawn ~ though that's hard to be- 
lieve, as Black is winning easily, for in 
stance with 23..2b6l. 

@) 10 41d5? was awarded an excla- 
‘mation mark in Eric Schiller’s book on 
‘the Blackmar-Diemer. His analysis runs 
10..A\xd4? 11 Oxe74Il seh 12 gs DHE 
(22.h6 13 Pxt7+ Bxf7 14 Gixg6+ and 
12.66 13 Bxf6 are equally losing - 
even better is 13 Wxh7sll Qxh7 14 
Oxf7+ Exf7 15 Gxgs+ tak 16 sixty 
mate) 13 Dxt7 Ext? 14 Dxgs+ and 
White won in AMelchor Munoz- 
AGiinther, correspondence 1990. Unfor- 
tunately, the more natural 10_2e6! is 
‘ignored. Then the direct attack 11 gs 
fails to 11..h5 12 Dxe6 fxe6 23 De3 
afar a4 dexfa Sada 15 Zixgg Axe? 16 
Sxe6+ Wh7 17 sez Wa6 18 Ret Bd8 
1 Feldtmann-Mdager, correspondence 
2985; while after 11.3 dxds 12 &xd5 
Beds 13 Whgd 5 14 dxeS xed 15 
Qxes Wxes 16 2f4 Wiese 17 ha Bads 
White was just a pawn down in 
VBiirger-A-Freidl, correspondence 1970. 

2) 10 Seq?! was Smith & Hall's 
choice for the exdamation mark, but 
without mentioning 20..f51 11 3 
(equally hopeless are 11 2g3 Sxda+ 22 
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ha Siar 13 gi Dege 14 Sha 76 15 
gs Zixgs 16 xg5 dixgs 17 Wags €6, 
as in HBurger-P.leisebein, correspon- 
dence 1989; and 11 2eg5 h6 42 ¢3 hxg5 
13 @xgS M6 14 g4 dxg4 15 “ixf7 
Sixda+ 16 tht Dxf7 17 Wad Rg7 18 
Wrg6 Zces 19 Wy2 Axc4 20 Agi Ags 
21 xgs Wa, as in PStader-P.Leisebein, 
comrespondence 1992, when 22 Wxb7 
eh8 23 Riga c6 24 skxe7 s+ 25 igi 
Bifbe 26 We7 MgB 27 igs dkday 28 cxd4 
Rxg5 29 3 e3 led to a fitting end) 
Anudixed 12 Qgs hs 13 Qxf7 (or 13 
ixed Gina!) 13.2947 14 sax 7+ kh7 315 
‘Wes (if 15 h3 Sixdae! or 1s gs Zixda!) 
15.803 16 Df3 Wd6 17 fd e5 18 igs 
fB 19 b3 Rxf3 20 gxf3Dh6 and Black 
was clearly better with his knights in 


HWundt-RBrachtel, correspondence 
1994 
4) 10 h3?! was Studier's idea, but this 


also is too slow; ie. 10_@ixdal and then: 


f1) 21 hxgq doesn't win a piece be- 
cause Black has 11.9 yf3+ 12 Exf3 
das followed by 23..W#xca, Note that 
23 e3 Wxc4 14 Bh3 can be met by ei- 
ther 14..h6 or 44..hS, 
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f2) 11 Baa, pinning the knight, is 
rmet by 11,,8d6! 22 hag Wes 13 WFR 
Dxi3+ 14 gxf3 Wied 15 Dds eb as in 
MPape-R.Genz, correspondence 1968. 

f3) The desperate 11 Ads fails to 
11,.40xf34 12 Bxf3 26 13 Bd3 fs 14 
Syxi6+ x16 15 Oxf7+ skh8 (or even 
15..0xf7 16 Wxh7+ eB! 17 axd8+ 
add 18 Wh6 Hda+ 19 sih2 Wes+ 20 
fa tixtay 21 Weta Rxaa) 16 Bxde 
Saxh4 17 xa Bxa8 and Black went on 
to win in H.Krongraf-P.Leisebein, corre 
spondence 1991. 

4) Finally, the direct 42 01g5 should 
be answered by 11.6 12 e3 Aidfs 
13 Def5 xfs 14 Md We8; for example, 
15 y4 (or 15 Oid5 He 16 cs €6 173 
6.18 Axfs gxf5 19 ste3 es 20 Ads F421 
fa c6 22 dig Bd 23 Sxt7+ SHB 2g 
Bei Wfs and Black soon won in 
NKamparsSchwartz, correspondence 
1965) 15..xg4! 16 Dds seh@ 17 begs 
Waxg4+ 18 Wags Oxg4 29 Ses Des 20 
b3 h6 23 Seg c6 22 Dxe7 Hfes 23 SA 
£5 24 2\d2 &f6 and the knight on e7 was 
doomed in LMerill-K.Behrendorf, corre- 
spondence 2001, 
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10...2xd4+ 

Black has also tried: 

a) 10..2ixda is the most direct move, 
but after 11 Sadt cé6 (not 11.,8)xf3+? 12 
xfa! day 13 dag2 es 14 295 Nie3+ 15 
‘Bh4, winning material) 12 Zind4 Sixdat 
43 #ha White has a dangerous initia 
tive eg. 13.fif 14 h3 Dfar 15 Hxf2 
arf 26 Wrf2 Was 17 Jno Efd8 18 Mea 
Wba 19 Wha 226 20 Rxe6 1.0 
P.leisebein-KBchrendorf, correspon 
denice 1995. 

bj 10.86 11 Wg3 @xd4 12 Dada 06 
is similar, except that here the white 
queen in on g3. After 13 seha (13 Sixda 
Rxdg+ 24 Gh1 gives Black the extra op- 
tion of a4..e5!7, though this didn't help 
him in P.leisebein-BRiepe, correspon- 
dence 2002: 15 ci bS 16 b3 Wb6? 17 
ha S\f2+ 18 Exf2! and wins, since 
18.Axf2 19 Wxes is terrible for Black 
due to the weakness of the dark 
squares) 13..Wb6 14 Endg xda (here 
14...657! 15 h3! exfs 16 Bxtg is good for 
White) 15 a4 S\f2+ 16 Exf2 Oxf2 17 
‘Wc3 Eds! 18 Ads! ods 19 Dxbs Axbé 
20 Sh6 (6 21 a4 a5 22 Le3 Lxe3 23 
‘Wxe3 with rough material parity which 
eventually led to a draw in W.Trumpf- 
MMichalek, correspondence 2002. 

€) 10..h6 denies access to 95 (and hé 
for that matter). Therefore, White con- 
centrates his attention on the c7-pawn 
with 21 3. Now in Alannaioti- 
RWatson, correspondence 1997, Black 
tried to simplify matters with 44..05, 
but was rather disappointed after 42 
dxes Agnes 13 Axes Dxes 14 Axes 


Baas 15 whi Wxes 16 Hxg6 Leb 17 
Rxe6 Wixes 18 Wg3, when White had 
regained his pawn with a slight advan- 
tage. 

4d) Striking the centre at once with 
20..€5 is critical, After 11 4g we have: 


2) Interposing with 11.86 fafls to 
32 xt6 Oxt6 (or 12_.Bxt6 33 Zig5) 13 
Sixes Af5 (not 13.Wxda? 14 Wxda 
Sanda 15 Exf6) 14 Sxce bxc6 15 Dadi 
with a clear advantage 

d2) 11..Wd6 allows 12 Dea Wa 13 
Bb3 exd4 (13.25 should be met by 44 
<3 WG 15 2ig3, while 13-Pixda?) 14 
Ae7 2ixf3+ 15 gxf3! Wdd+ 16 Shi is 
even better) 14 dda We7 15 2fg5 he 16 
Saf] Ext? 17 axf7+ Wh8 18 Sds and 
White had a good game in .Leisebein- 
{eBehrendorf, correspondence 2000. 

43) 1.147! seems best: P.eisebein- 
(Plock, correspondence 2000, continued 
128ids €4 13 Des Sigxes 14 dxes Waa 
(a4fixeS 15 2f6!) 15 De7+ Sixe7 16 
Wxg4 ixgd 17 axe7 Sixes 18 Raer 
Adge 19:1 fs 20 xf BKfB 21 94 
‘Aa? 22 Bad c5 23 3 Aixg4 and a draw 
was agreed. It ts unclear if White can 
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create any serious winning chances 
here; eg, 24 cxd4 Axda 25 Exd2 Mast 
26 ds mds. 

11dha 26 

Nothing else is any good here: 

a) 11,..0xe3? 12 bxc3 eS leaves the 
kingside too weak. RAllen-B.Nater, cor 
respondence 2000, continued 13 igs 
Wid6 24 h3 €4 and now 25 Hada! Wes 16 
22 h6 17 skfa would have won for 
White, eg. 17..g5 18 Bhs e7 19 hxgd 
gxf4 20 Wg6+ hs 21 Weher g8 22 
ikea Wed 23 £d3. 

b) 42..g7? unpins, but after 12 h3 
e5 13 digs f6 14 hxg4 fxo5 15 “xg5 
White's attack is just too strong: 15,.n6 
16 Exf8 Wof8 (or 16..Wxg5 17 HA7+ khS 
18 ixgs hxgs 19 “ed and Black is help- 
less against the threat of 20 2if6) 17 91f7 
he3 18 ft We7 19 Bxe7 Yxe7 20 
2ixe5 restores material equality while 
retaining decisive threats. 


32..9¢3 
Other moves: 
a) 12..045 is once again meant to 
lose the ffile, but White has 13 Kad1 
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We8? 14 ids He8 15 h3 h6 26 Sxf6 
@xf6 17 Wxh6 and wins, as in D.Lewis- 
‘AHarju, correspondence 1980. 

b) The direct 12..h6 doesn't work ef- 
ther; 13 Badal (13 Stxf6 exf6 14 h3 e3 
15 Sadi We7! is less clear) 13.847 14 
AAxf6 exf6 15 h3 2e3 16 Wxh6 @xc4 17 
Der Da6? (27...We7 was correct, though 
White is still better after 18 es! Haxes 
19 2f6+ Waxf6 20 Rxf6) 18 Exd6 cxd6 19 
Dh4 Des 20 Dxfor Wxfé 21 Mxt6 and 
White won in T.Purser-CA Magee, corre- 
spondence 1993, 

©) In view of the two previous lines, 
‘one might think that 12..%%g7, which 
removes the king from the a2 98 diago- 
nal and additionally supports .h7-hé 
might be a problem solver. However, 
White also gets his way here: 13 Hada 
3847 (13..WeB 12 Dds as doesn't help 
after simply 15 ie2!) 24 h3 Zges 
(14.95 is met once again with 15 
xgs Dh6 16 xf7, while after 146 
White can play 15 Bxd7! Wxd7 16 xo4) 
15 Sixes Gixes 16 Wh6+ @hs 17 Sxt6 
exf6 18 Beq 2g8 19 Zxfe Bg7 20 a4 
S\xca 24 Rha and Black has to give up 
‘the queen in order to avoid mate. 

33 Mada! 2d7 

Taking the rook at once leads to disas- 
ter: 13..2xd4? (13..We8? also fails to 14 
Dxf6l exf6 15 Rider or 14.215 15 4 
exf6 16 @d5) 14 Bxdi &d7 15 Ddsi 
xgS 16 Axg5 hs 17 Sis sg7 38 
@xhst! gxhs 29 Wyhs e6 (19_2f5 20 
Bxd Qxd8 21 Dxf7!) 20 Sfa 1-0 W.Sch- 
nelder-}Prins, correspondence 1984. 

14 Rxf6 ext 
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14.05? 15 Bxe7 Dexe7 16 WHY 
Qd6 17 Ges Hels 18 g4 Og7 19 Rxd6! 
cxd6 20 Axf7+ hs 21 Zixg6+ was a 
nice finish in AHall-D.lewis, correspon- 
dence 1983. 

15 Deg Dixds 

Not 15..8eq77! 26 Exd7! Wxd7 17 

Waf6+ 98 18 Was with a clearly better 
position for White, T.Purser-N.Jensen, 
correspondence 1985. 
26 Dxt6+ bg? 47 WxhTHl sbxf6 18 Dhar 
fs 19 Oixt5 gxts 20 Whér sees 21 c3! 
‘Ofer 22 Exf2 Was 23 fa Bade 24 
‘fae 

24 Wig7+ skea (not 24..f67 25 Wg3+ 
and mates) 25 Wg3 Wxfa+ (or 25..18d2 
26 Bei+) 26 SAxft alsolooks promising. 
24.26 Yo 


The game P.Leisebein-K Behrendorf, 
correspondence 1998, was agreed 
drawn at this point, though White still 
seems slightly better: after 25 Wxf5+ 
siq7 26 Exda Bxday 27 sift Mids 28 ha, 
the queen, bishop and passed h-pawn 
should be more effective than Black's 
knight and two rooks, especially in view 
of his exposed king. 


As with 8..dif5 (lime A2) above, Black 
blocks the file with an additional piece 
and casts his eyes on the c2-pawn. 
sobat 

‘This multi-purpose move, which pre- 
vents ..2f6-94 and prepares 92-94, is 
White's best option here. Other moves 
are weaker- 

a) 10 2e3% has the point of 
strengthening the d-pawn, but if the 
bishop is really needed for this purpose, 
the system must be flawed: how, if not 
‘sith 4ch6, is White supposed to build up 
his attack? But there is another prob- 
lem: after 10..2ba 11 Kadi (11 26 
doesn't help either, as the usual sacrific- 
lng motives don't work: 41..exh6 12 
Wxne Gxc2 13 gs Wxdae 24 Za 
Wxc4 15 Aces Aixeq 16 Exf6 fails to 
Mhxg2+l 17 skixg2 Wgas 18 sf2 Whs 
‘and Black wins) 12..2ixc2 12 tgs, most 
games have continued 10..c6 12. h3 
#86 12 gal when White has reasonable 
thances; ¢.g, 12..18xb2 15 gxf5 Wrc3 16 
Bes yxfs 17 BI followed by 3g3 with a 
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strong attack, as in LTinture-TGlemot, 
correspondence 1995. Unfortunately, 
Black can play more strongly: 12..n6! 13, 
Jixh6 dixho 14 Wxh6 gq 15 Wha &g7 
{as in G.Goanos-B.Endsley, correspon- 
dence 1998) with a clear advantage; for 
instance 16 2g5 Eh8 17 Wo3 e6 18 
uxf7 sexf7 19 Wxg4 (or 19 ds Wha 20 
Wxc7+ SFB) 19..2e3 20 Axeb+ a7 21 
Wg Orda 22 Aixda (or 22 xfs Bf 23 
Wess Wf6) 22..xe6 23 Wes+ wh7 24 
Wxe6 518, remaining the exchange u 

b) The immediate 10 216 is also in- 
sufficient, due to 10.094 11 &xg7 
‘%xg7 and Black is rock solid. In J.Eltrich- 
\.henkin, Bad Homburg 2007, White 
tried to complicate matters with 12 h3 
2e3 13 ga, but after 13.2xds (13..e5! 
was also good) 14 Dg5 he 15 Zxf7 xt? 
16 xt Zinta 27 Exft sext7 18 Wich 
‘Wha his efforts came to nothing and 
Biack maintained his material advan- 
tage. 

©) Finally, 10 2b3 is well met by 
405}, since the fall of the bishop 
‘means that White's attack loses some 
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11 h6 (or 14 Bag a6 12 bg bs!) 
4..@ixb3 12 axb3 (12 cxb3 saves the 
pawn, but isolating the d-pawn is too 
large a positional concession: after 
12_xh6 13 Wxh6 2gd 14 WA Weds or 
14 Wd2 cb 15 h3 Afe 16 act Was 17 
Des Mad8 18 Big Ads 19 Mixds cxds 20 
eft. {6 White was virtually lost in 
ABussers-MRottier, correspondence 
1993) 12...8xe2 (12..g4.13 xg7 sexg7 
14 Hact 05 15 2g5?? h6 0-1 was 
HOettinger-NMiezis, Bad  Wiessee 
1999, but 15 hal Wha 26 @ixh4 Qh6 17 
Qxfs¢ x5 18 dxes would at least have 
won the pawn back, while 16..xc2 27 
nxge exdg 18 Obs c5 19 26 is unclear) 
13 igs Jexh6 14 Wxh6 xda+ 25 Sha 
‘Rfd8 16 Ea4l (the only way to keep it 
going) 26...8e5 17 Bag 2a7 (27..xb3 
is also possible) 18 Lxf6 exfé 19 Mxh7+ 
SbF8 20 Whe+ (or 20 WhE+ te7 21 D3 
‘Wis! 22 Ber+ did6 23 dg Wigs 24 hz 
c6 25 Dxe2 Sc7 and Black's rook and 
‘pawns are superior to the two knights) 
20..ske7 21 Wxa8 fxg5 22 Wxb7 a5 0-4 
P.leiscbein-K.Weber, correspondence 
2000, as White is now just a pawn down 
inabad position. 
20...2b4 

Here 10. a5 is easily met by 11 
‘e2, and Black's minor piece is the 
more displaced: eg 14.2 12 2h6 
Sxh6 13 Wrh6 Wa6 14 gs Weda+ a5 
bhi Rds 16 Bact &f5 17 94 tes 18 
Mef6 ext 19 Wrh7+ Sef 202 xe6+ feb 
21. Efi with a strong attack 

However, the critical 10..2xc2 rnust 
also be examined: 
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a) 11 £h6 once again is not good 
enough: 11..xh6 12 Wxh6 Qed 13 
295 Sits 14 Bots axfs 15 Dds f4 16 
di Was 17 Ras! (a great try, but Black 
has sufficient resources) 17..8xd3 (not 
17.-D0G8? 18 Sixfb6+ WHf6 19 xf7+ and 
White won in NJJensen-AHarju, carre- 
spondence 1990) 18 Sixd3 #h8! 19 seg 
(or 19 4\xf6 Sxd3 20 Cifea Wags 0-2 
4StoitJ.Holwell, correspondence 1997) 
19..f3! 20 Sxf3 (or 20 Axi f2+ 0-4 
AClaus-Schulz, correspondence 1993, 
due to 21 fi Babs 22 dexf2 Bxi6+ and 
wins) 20..8¢5+ 21 $eh2 (or 21 deh2 Wer 
22 Dxe7 Wxb2 23 Dds Whur 01 
DFlude-V.Driike, correspondence 1997) 
21.Aigat! 22 2xg4 Wd6+ and Black 
won in ABorwell-H.luers, correspon- 
dence 1996. 

b) 11 42 is more to the point, lead: 
ing to 12..2f5 (12..\b¢ shows another 
merit of 10 3; after 12 thé <Axh6 13 
cho fs 14 a3 bS 15 Rxbs 6 16 Leg 
Qbds 17 Ags Ab6 18 cea! Wxe4 19 
Exfol Wedge 20 dh Sixg2+ 21 xg2 
the g4-square is covered, which means 
that Black cannot transfer his queen to 


se 2aulixb2e 22 thi Wars 23 aft 
eves few white forces are remaining, 
ut those are enough to deliver mate) 
22 &hé and then: 


bt) 12..Sixh6 33 Bixh6 “xd4 (13.06 
usdstexds 15 Rds Sye7 16 2ig5 hs 17 
Dads Dege 18 Wha h6 19 e3 We7 20 
Biet5 gxf5 21 Exf5 was good for White 
f= SWagner-LCadilion Costa, France 
204; oF 14..Ha5 15 Ler! exds 16 gt 
Rest 37 5 2fs 18 Axfs 10 
Puesebein-RKuni, correspondence 
S202, as after 18..gxf5 19 hd there is 
te defence to 20 Bg1) 14 igs 6 (or 
We 2e6 15 dxe6 fxe6 16 g4 Wd6 17 
pfs oxf5 18 Svea! Wd7 19 Ed2 10 
[Fedrick-W.Wood, Berkeley 1998) 15 94 
Was (15..1He7 16 gxfs Dxfs 17 Exfs 
pS was played in TSawyer-Comp 
Srafty 19,12, Internet Chess Club 1999, 
wed here 18 Med! fxes 19 Blt wins at 
mee) 16 gxfs and Black resigned in 
\Sucks-V.Driike, correspondence 1998, 
because of 16..ixf5 17 Axfs! exfs 28 
Baas ic5+ 19 shg2 Wc6 20 kg3 Wd6s 22 
ee Bids 22 On6+ Wrt6 23 axf7+ and 
white wins. 


Bogoljubow Defence 


ba) 22..d6 13 Mads Tad8 hopes for 
24 23gs?!, when 14.P\xdal 25 ds bs! 
16 Gxda or 16 Axg7 Sxg7 17 Axfé 
yf3el) 16..bxe4 17 Bdd2 hs 18 eq 
‘xeq 19 \xe7+ Wxe7 20 Wxe7 Raes 21 
Wxc7 xh was more than okay for 
Black in BZaugg-HAcker, correspon 
dence 2004, Surprisingly, White's best 
response seems to be the quiet 14 a31?, 
safeguarding the light-squared bishop 
on the a2-98 diagonal. After 14. ixh6 
15 Wxh6 £6 16 Ae2 (not 26 Wha?! We7 
17 94 Gxgal 18 Wxe7 Axe7 19 hxgd 
2xg4 with four pawns for the piece, 
KRJensen-WiTrumpf, correspondence 
2008) 16..2e7 17 igs Wic6 18 a2 Wb6 
19 ug Hd7 20 ba BfdB 21 gx" xfs 22 
xfs exfs 23 Zd3 Ze7 24 2g3 White 
was clearly better in 1Quinones- 
A.Gesicki, correspondence 2007. 
12.5h6 

‘The immediate 11 ga? was played in 
‘SMarder-JNordstrom, Uppsala 1993, 
but after 112xc2 12 Be3 d3 13 
Bxd3 Dxd3 14 Og5 hs 15 Sf3 gs 26 
Wg3 Dxb2 17 Des Ads 18 De4 “xe3 
19 Wxe3 Zic4 20 We3 Pixes 21 dxes Was 
White was quite lost. 
11.06 

21.4xh6 42 Wxh6 Qxc2 should be 
met by the preliminary 13 Had4; for ex 
ample, 13.06 14 g5 Axda?7 15 F\cea! 
Axeq 16 Exf6 and Black resigned in 
ERasmussen-DAttig, correspondence 
1993. It would seem that 13 g5(?) 
works as well in view of 23..fixdgy 14 
hr Wea 15 Peed Bxed 16 Bxt6 
Axg2+ 17 ha, but Black has 25.. xed! 
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16 @)xe4 ©\xe4 with way too much ma- 
‘terial for the queen. 


22...8e7 

White has more than enough com- 
pensation after ather moves: 

a) 12.2xc2 13 g4 presents Black 
with a problem: should the bishop move 
away from the fifile then 14 gS is the 
prelude to the typical attacking pattern 
Sg7, Exfé and @xh7+; eg. 13.26 14 
x26 xh6 (or 14.-fxe6? 15 x97 x97 
16 2395 and Black is helpless against the 
threats of 17 @xe6+ and 17 Dhf6) 15 
‘WXNG fxe6 16 M42! Dbg 17 Digs Wd7 18 
Bez Zibds 19 Hxe6 Ef7 20 g5. wintiing 
material, The attempt to relieve the 
pressure by sacrificing a piece with 
13Bxh6 14 Wyh6 x94 fails to 15 
Qg5! &xda 16 ds! and Black resigned 
in E,Oorebeek-}.Malmstrém, correspon 
dence 1996. 

b) 12,.88d6 allows 13 95! bas (or 
13.42 14 2xg7 dexg7 15 Olced hd 
16 Exfs! and wins) 14 dtxds cxds 15 94, 
winning @ piece in NJJensen-T.Larsen, 
correspondence 1990, 
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} 12.6 13 94 (this time the alter- 
native 13 2g5? @xc2! is good for Black) 
33.ixc2 14 Bd2 and the bishop is in 
trouble. 

) 12..Aibds 13 gsi (rather than 13 
xd Dxds 14 Dq5 f6 15 Bxfs! fxg5 16 
Exf8+ Wxf8 17 Lxgs Dxc3 18 bxc3 WS, 
and Black held on in HNaused- 
UStarace, correspondence 2003) 
13..\xc3 14 bxe3 Lixh6 15 Wiehe Wd6, 
intending 16 g4? Wg3+, is answered 
simply by 16 8/3! and Black has no de- 
fence to 17 g4. 

The text was played in LMarks- 
ULilthock, correspondence 1994, and is 
quite subtle. Black prepares ...ixh6 and 
~8g3+ in response to 92-94, while 
keeping the queen out of the way of 
Dceg. Nevertheless, White's attack 


13 2gs 

13 g4 is also good, despite the possi- 
bility of 1893+; 9. 13.xh6 (not 
13..Axe2? 14 gS and wins, while 
13.he6 14 Sixes Sxh6 15 Wxh6 fixes 
16 295 a7 17 Ge2 Abds 18 Rder De7 
193 is equally hopeless) 14 Wxh6 Wat 


(if 24..4g4 15 igs f5 16 Sxf5! wins) 
25 Sha Axc2 (15.Axg4? fails to 16 
2g5s or if 15,Se4? 16 Zixes Zxes, then 
27 Bde S)f2+ 18 Rxf2 Wxf2 19 Efa and 
20 21g5 wins) 16 Ed2 Zeal (the only 
way to stay in the game) 17 Wxe3 
Wh3+ 18 sgt dbxga 19 Bh Wg3+ 20 
a2 Wa6 21 495 and White is clearly 


This move is now completely mis- 
med. Instead, 14 8x97 Sixg7 15 Exfs! 
weS 26 xf7 offers White excellent 
compensation; but even stronger is 14 
Dees! Be3 (14_thxed 15 2x97 Lxg7 16 
Sete and 14..Oxe4 25 Sxg7 xg5 16 
Ass both win at once) 15 Oxfér exté 
(eS _Lixf6 16 xfs dixgs 17 Wxgs Dxda 
88 Rxe7 Bxb2 19 Bxt5 Duct 20 WF! is 
manning for White) 16 @xh7! We7 (not 
:&Sexh7 17 f+ winning the queen, 
while 16..95 17 DxfG+ Axf6 18 x95 
fens a plece) 17 ixe3 Wrest 18 shi 
snd Black has to give up the exchange, 
Gece 18.Rfe8 19 Axl6+ Orf6 20 Wet 
Wer 21 Deis! gxfs 22 Wats is decisive; 
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eg, 22.28 23 W96+th8 24 Wher digs 
25 Rds ete. 
14.203! 

Here 140xh6 15 xh6 De3 16 BFS 
Wh2+! (not 16..2xd37 17 gxfs and 
wins) 17 dexh2 Dexga+ 18 hxga “xgde 
19 seg2 xh6 is only unclear. Black has 
four pawns for the piece, but White stil 
has.a useful initiative. 

35 gxfs? 

The final mistake, White had to play 
15 2x7 dexg7 16 gxfs, but then Black 
has 26..n6! 17 Qxt7 x7 18 fieg6 (or 18 
Sx7 g5!) 18.18 19 OF7 xfs 20 xf 
xf7 21 gxf? sext7 22 Wrh6 Wo3+ 23 
sha Bg8 24 Wh5+ sie6, when he is cer 
tainly not worse; and 20.Rada! first 
looks better still. 
35...2xh6 


Since 16 Wxh6? gets mated after 

16..Wg3+, White's attack is more or less 
over, leaving him two pawns down, The 
game concluded: 
16 fxg hxg6 17 Diceg Axeq 18 xf 7+ 
Ead7 a9 Oxf7 xfs 20 Oixh6+ hg? 22 
Rif gas 22 Wags “ings 23 Es ert 
24042 Oxda 0-2 
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‘Aa3: 9...g4! — 
The Leisebein Variation 

‘The Leisebein Variation is the most 
critical variation in the Studier Attack 
Black plans to trade his bishop for the 
knight on £3 in order to reduce White's 
attacking potential on the kingside, as 
well as his control over the d4-pawn. 
10.Le3 

‘As the reader may have noticed al- 
ready, | would normally advise against 
putting the bishop on this square, but in 
this case it seems necessary, The alter- 
native ts 10 \e2, when Black has: 

a) 10...dhxf3 21 2xf3 and then: 


Bxe2 and White is clearly better, as 
17_2f6 18 Axf6 Wxe2 fails to 19 Was 
Efeb 20.204 Beg 21 WG Bxd4 22 Wxd4 
xc2 23 %e3 (analysis by Emanuel) 
a3) 11..d7 prepares either ..Wg4 or 
2g4. To prevent the former, White 
should play 12 gs, when 12.294 13 
3 h6 14 Acres (note that 14.95 would 
allow 15 .2xg5?? hxgs 16 Wxgs with a 
dangerous initiative; eg, 16.26 37 
Big3 Zie8 18 ds 2xd8 19 Z)d4, or 26...h6 
17 Bafa Wga 18 We1!) 15 h3 exd4 16 
hxg4 ted to an unclear position in 
P.Grott-LMilde, correspondence 2008, 
continuing 16..95 17 Wh3 Hes 18 a3 
2ixf3+ 19 Brf3 decd 20 bxc3 BadB 21 
2 Bfe8 22 e3 and was later drawn. 
1b) 10..8f5! is more precise, Black 
claiming that the extra move 21c3-e2 
yhas lessened White's chances in 9.175 
variations. Indeed, White no longer has 
tactical resources such as ids and 
ices that we saw in Tine Agz above, 
while his €2-pawn is again en prise. 


a1) 12.0\ns 12 €3 las 13 0.43 es 
seeks maximum simplification, but the 
nights are poorly placed on the rim; 
after 14 Lig5 fo 15 id2 f5 16 495 £76 
17 Sexf6 Dxf6 18 dxes Aga 19 Hg3 Acé 
20 ff. Giexes 21 Ser Wd? 22 Sb3+ 
whe 23 fa Bes 24 Dds Black was in 
difficulties in P.Leisebein-J Sommer, cor- 
respondence 2002. 

42) 11.445 should be answered by 
12 £95, eg. 12..£0b6 13 d5 Sida 14 Sha 
AS 15 dixe7 Qxer+ 16 thal Hes 17 
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ba) 22 &h6 seems themat 
11...8x¢2? 12 495 gives White a wine 
ning attack (12..0f5 13 94 etc), But 


Slack doesn't need to be greedy: simply 
2_exh6 12 Gxh6 Dga 13 Wd2 Hd 14 
pg @if6 25 c3 “ad8 with a solid position 
Senough, as he is still a pawn up after 
a 

2) 11 c3 is more logical, but 
22.5 drives the tight-squared bishop 
sway from the often crucial a2-g8 di- 
agonal. After 12 kbs c6 13 a4 Dds 14 
Bg3 e615 gs £6 26 xfs exfs 17 Adz 
#56 18 Haba Laes Black could be more 
‘San happy in J.Kainz-H.Quednau, cor- 
r=spondence 2002. 

‘b3) 123 (as in the 9...if5 main Hine) 
‘seasily met by 21...0a5, as the bishop's 
setreat to.e2 is obstructed by the white 
ght. 

‘b4) Finally, after 11 @b3 Black might 
‘again play 11..2a5 (as in line As2), but 
ete 12...e4 is also good, 


The point is shown by 12 h6 e6! 
sd since White cannot play 13 .2g5, he 
isleft with 13 txg7, but then 23...xhg 
u Dxhs xg? 15 Dxfs+ oxfs 16 ds 
Gas 17 dxe6 Axb3 18 €7 Saat 19 
ef sbxf8 20 Dxa1 dB gave Black 
much the better endgame and he wan 


Begoljubow Defence 


comfortably in P.GrottHStark, corre. 
spondence 2003. 12 c3 e5! also simpli- 
fies in Black's favour. Finally, Emanuel 
assessed 12 g4 Lie6 as slightly better for 
Black, and this was confirmed by 13 
Axe6 fre6 14 95 2d 15 Waa fs 16 c3 
‘Bde 17 SAf4 € in Pieisebein-MJemnull, 
correspondence 2000. 

20...dkxf3 

Removing the knight is most consis- 
tent. instead: 

a) 10..f5 is not so effective here, 
since White's ct-e3 at least doesn't 
harm his position. For instance, after 11 
3 2\b4 or 2..dkxc2 12 Ef2l sets, White 
can simply transpose to 9..df5 lines by 
playing de3-h6, which as we saw were 
quite acceptable for him. 

) 20..06 closes the a2-g8 diagonal 
and prepares to offer a queen exchange 
by 11 Hada xfs 12 Lxf3 ds, but ob- 
viously this is not in White's interest. 
Instead, 13 295 16 14 21 f5 25 S95 
Wd7 16 De? Dae 17 c3 Zito 28 Lh3 hs 
19 23f4 was played in GStudier-S Wolk, 
correspondence 1964; the weakened 
dark squares provided sufficient com- 
pensation 

©) Transferring the knight to ds is a 
common idea the reader should be fa- 
mmiliar with by now. However, after 
20..2ib4 11 4b3 c6 12 W3 (or 12 aed) 
12xf3 13 Sxf3 Dbd5 14 Bh6 Arxe3 
415 bxc3 White still has positional com- 
pensation, eg, 15..8a5 16 Zafa Wns?! 
17 Wxhs gxhS was TSawyer- 
“ShallowBlue", Intemet Chess Club 
1998, when 18 Zig3 “e8 19 245 sth 20 
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Bixf7 Ef? 21 x47 would have won the 
pawn back with a much better position 
for White. 

a Ext 


11.05 

The most natural follow-up, al- 
though various other moves have been 
tried as well: 

a) 11_h6?! is a cheap try to lure 
White into playing 12 &xh6? Wxda+, 
but 42 Hdt is a simple solution. After 
12.h7 13 Zh3 hs 14 Zea Black's 
situation quickly becomes problematic, 
while 12..4\h7 13 Sxh6 e5 can be met 
by the quite beautiful 14 ®g4! Dxd4 (or 
Ad.sixh6 15 Wxg6+ £97 16 Sxf7+) 15 
ha Wa6 26 x97 Sxg7 17 Bhal, as in 
J2vers-GFritts, correspondence 1964, 
which ended 17..2h8 18 Wh6+ sg8 19 
ig3 D8 20 xf? doxf7 21 Wxh8 1-0. 

b) 12..4h5 42 -g4 Oixd4 13 Bh3 £16 
14 Wf2 is given by Lane (quoting Med- 
nis) as slightly better for White, though 
it is not easy to see how to contmue af- 
ter 14...Wd7; for example, 15 Wig2 2g7 
16 Kua @ige6 17 Ads Rads 18 c3 Web! 
19 b3 Exds 20 Saxds Wxc3 produces a 
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very unclear position. instead, White 
should prefer 12 Bafa, intending 
s2dinds 13 Bxds Wrdas 14 Wxdg 
2x4 15 Bxf7 oF 12..06 13 Wha xdg a4 
Exf7, while 12._41f6 13 Wie Wd7 14 Das 
Dad 15 Axis Dxfé 16 Axi Axc4? 17 
25x(7 was a disaster for Black in BMiMler- 
A Felber, Parsiparny 2009. 

¢) 11.Pibd 12 dLb3 S\bd5 blocks the 
2-98 diagonal in familiar fashion, but 
White still his attacking chances after 
33 2N6, eg. 23,.0xc3 14 bxc3 x6 35 
‘Wxh6 Wa6 16 Zaft and the threat of 17 
Bih3 followed by 18 Ixt6 is difficult to 
meet. 

4) 11..£6 12 2221 enables White to 
answer 12.25 with 13 gs, and if 
13..f6 then 44 Zh3! leads to a danger- 
‘ous attack. For example, after 44..h5 
(04.47 15 Bfi Gce7 was J.Holwell- 
H Scott, correspondence 1965, when 16 
Sods! Qxd5 17 c4 would have been 
clearly better for White, e.g. 17..h6 18 
Buh6 Bh8 19 oxd5 Exh 20 dxe6+) 15 
2.42 f5 16 Wg3 7 17 c3 the weakened 
dark squares provide White with excel- 
lent compensation. ESneiders- 
Hickman, correspondence 1964, con- 
tinued 17.,.ce7 18 Bet c6 19 gs fe 
20 Sixf6 sexf6 21 Sif Sixfa 22 Weta 
Dds 23 Weds tf7 24 Webs stig? 25 
g3 and White soon won, Alternatively, 
12..2e7 13 94 Geds 14 igs he a5 
Bih6 xh6 16 Wxh6 Yixga 17 Wh3 Was 
18 Wa3 f6 19 ixds exds 204 Whs 22 
Df Ws 22 He1 also tumed cut well for 
White in HAbbasifar-M Shaarbaf, tra= 
nian Ch. 2000. 


2) 11.Wa7! is also critical, with 
94 or ..2g4 to follow, and here (cf 10 
‘e2 Sxf3 above) White doesn’t have 12 
Ag$ as that abandons the d¢-pawn, 
‘while defending the pawn by 22 Zda or 
22 e2 runs into 12..4g4. The natural 
22 h3 controls g4, but more significantly 
‘takes h3 away from the white rook: for 
‘mstance, after 12..ad8 13 De2 Ads 14 
2206 (as in H.Hickman-W.Buckingham, 
comespondence 1962) 12.iixh6 15 
®xh6 e5 White has no obvious way to 
proceed. Finally, 12 Rafi prevents .g4 
ue to the xray attack on £7, but after 
§2Bad8 13 Se2 Wg4! 14 We (not 14 
Wags Dig 15 Oxf Kxt7 16 Sxf7+ PhS 
and the d-pawn falls) 14..53e4 15 Wer 
‘286 Black remains a safe pawn up. 
Gtagland-H-Frings, correspondence 
+2968, continued 16 h3:(16 Bg3 #47 17 
B45 alo gets nowhere) 16_Whs (or 
‘26.98d7) 17 23 €6 18 g4 Ws 19 c3 
‘®a5 and Black was clearly better. 


‘One of several possibilities for White, 
and it is not clear which offers the best 
chances: 


Bogoljubow Defence 


a) 42 52! is dubious in view of 
32..2da 23 Rife (13 dixds exda 14 Wid 
eB 15 Waa Dd6 16 Abs Wha a7 Bai 
Efe8 was good for Black in W.Trumpf- 
‘MGodena, Lugano 2008; alternatively, 
14.247 15 $4 was given as equal by 
lane, but after 15..e5 16 Bfa Wd6 | 
still prefer Black) 13..2f5 24 Ext gxt5 
1s £05 as played in EJDiemer- 
RDSppert, Worms (simul) 1958, Diemer 
eventually won that game, but had 
Black played 15..h6! 16 JAxh6 2g 17 
Wrds Eixds 18 Adz ed as in HScott- 
Easmussen, correspondence 1992, the 
result would probably have been the 
other way round. 

b) 12 Bez Dds 13 igs Wael (rather 
than 13.67! 14 Zh3 hs 15 Wes Zice7 16 
Sth4 c6 17 dxes #57 18 Wada We7 19 2f6 
when White was clearly better, 
JGegner-HTiemann, correspondence 
1988) 14 Zh3 hs 15 g4 Da 16 xa exf4 
17.3 Zixda! 18 cxda xdae 19 4 es 
20 Qxd4 was played in Pile Bled- 
FCottegnie, correspondence 2001, and 
now Biack might have tried 20..Wxe4+!? 
{instead of 20..Whi+ which led to a 
raw) 23 He2 Bfe8 22 Hes Bes 23 gxhs 
ixh5 24 Wigs aixhs 25 Wha Wrxa2 with 
four pawns for the piece. 

)2 Raft exda 13 95 dxc3 14 Ext6 
(14 dexf6? 2xf6 25 Sxf6 cxb2 is much 
Worse) 14.8da+ 15 Wxd4 Aixda 16 
ixt7 Exf7 47 Sinf7+ hs 18 bxc3 e2+ 
49 hi Qxc3 gave White very litte for 
the pawn in AFier-CGarcia Palermo, 
Guarapuava 2006. 

) 12 Zh3 has been tried by Leise- 
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bein, but should not be good enough 
either, as long as Black is careful: 


di) 12..exd4? loses to 13 gS h5 14 
Bes, 

2) 12..0xda 13 Sf Dhs (23...2iF5 
14 Exf5t gxf5 15 ds h6 16 gst Axds 
47 Gixd8 Kaxd8 18 d3 c6 was RRost- 
P.Letsebein, correspondence 2997, when 
29 daxds exd5 20 W2 e4 24 3q3 Zh 22 
Wafs ddq+ 23 ft Bfe8 24 <3 would 
have been good for White according to 
Leisebein) 14 295 Wd7 15 Ads <6 16 
De7+ Wwh8 17 g4 16 1B gxhs Sie2+ 19 
shg2 fxg5 20 @xg6+ hag’ 21 hxgG+ 
gxhd 22 Rxha+ 2h6 23 Sxh6+ Bg7 24 
Rh 7+ sngé 25 Sxd7 Dtqe 26 segi was 
agreed drawn in P.Leisebein-P-Ster, cor- 
tespondence 2003, though | don't see 
why White couldn't have played on 
here. 

3) 12..2\h5! is the best defence: 43 
dxes (after 13 ds Wxha 14 Exh Oda 15, 
Bad exdg 16 he? V6! 47 Hida Rds 18 
Bhxd4 £\e8 Black regains the pawn and 
is clearly better ~ Leisebein) 13...Wixha 
44 Exhg )xeS 15 83 and even though 
a draw was agreed in Plleisebein- 
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UDréssler, correspondence 2001, Black 
isessentially just a pawn up. 
22..2xdat 

This seems to be the strongest reply. 
Instead: 

a) 12.. e871 13 gs WB allows the 
simple 14 dxe5 (Diemer's 14 4)d5 is less 
conclusive after 24..exd4), when Black 
cannot play 14..2ixe5 due to 15 Mds, 
and 14.2xe5 15 Bxf7! Rxf7 16 Aixt7+ 
xf? 17 fit is similarly awkward 
(17..ste6 18 #h3+ did6 19 Deas shds 20 
Wh3+ sexed 21 Was is mate). 

) 12.25? is another way to offer 
the exchange of queens, but naturally 
White is not interested: 13 4tg5 Wes (or 
23..We8 14 Bafa! he a5 Bxf7 Whe 16 
BxfB+ 2xf8 17 f7) 14 Dds dhs 15.94 
ho 16 Sect Wes 17 Wxds Zaxds 18 gxhs, 
was clearly better for White in 
P.Madsen-S Sundorph, Denmark 1989, 

¢) 12.24 has the idea of clearing the 
21-h8 diagonal so that the bishop can 
take on d4. Nevertheless, 13 2h3 (13 
Hd2 e714 295 45 15 Exfs! gxfs 16 
ads, as in E1Nathanail-K.Megalios, Ath- 
ens 2008, was also good) 23..Ah5 (or 
43.5 14 Qixes Dad 15 2.95 dixdas 16 
‘Shr and White still has a nice initiative) 
24 gs oxdq+2! (Black may try 14...26 
instead, but after 15 Qxeq! axgs 16 
)xg5 hé 17 Sixf7! Wixha 18 Aes + stig7 
19 Rxha or 16..0a5 17 shez! h6 18 Dea 
‘Wrxha 19 Bxha f5 20 Acs “KG 21 Aes 
White is clearly better) 15 skht We8 16 
g4 leads to a winning position for 
White; e.g, 16..81c8 (or 16.6 17 xh6 
Jf 18 Wfa! Wc8 29 gxhs Wxh3 20 Wats 


(8f34 21 Wxf3 exf3 22 hxg6 Des 23 
axf74) 17 BFL h6 18 Xxh6 Ses 19 axhs 
‘Dxc4 20 hxg6. 

) 12..exd4 is the main alternative. 
White should play 13 tgs Wes 
(23..He5 is well met by 14 Zie4! Aixf3+ 
25 gxf3 c5 16 infor Axf6 17 dixie WAS 
18 fA and White enjoys a significant 
advantage) 14 2h3! (not mentioned by 
lane, who gives 14 dxf axf6 15 Wixfs 
a3. 46 Wxc3 “with some compensa 
tion") 24..2hs (or 14..dxe3 15 sixfe hs 
36 Zfa with an overwhelming attacking 
position; eg. 16...xb2 17 8x97 4x97 18 
Wiss sth7 19 Exhsi! gxhs 20 kd3¢ 
fhg8 21 W5+ and mates, or if 18.h6 
then 19:g4) and there is no satisfactory 
defence) 15 2d5 Wa7 (not 15.25? 15 
4 Gixcd 17 Be7+! BhB 28 axhs and 
wins) 16 a4 h6! 27 &xh6! &xh6 18 gxhs 
951.29 S164 skg7 20 2xd7 gxhg 22 SixB 
and White is clearly better. 
35h 


Not 13 g5? h6! winning material, 
or 43 Sh3 Shs! 14 tgs Af6 a5 xfs 
x16 16 Wee 627 fs Wg7 and White 
was just two pawns down in AHall- 


Bogoljubow Defence 


RTownsend, correspondence 1979. 
Smith & Hall suggest 13 Rif @e8 14 
igs Wa7 15 Dds which “should give 
White excellent chances", which also 
avoids 13..b5 since the di-rook fs de- 
fended (see below). However, after 
413..,Wd6I? | don't think White's chances 
are really that good. 

23..b5! 

‘A major improvement on the old line 
13..De8 14 Ags Wd7 15 Ads bs? (asin 
PKauppala-APopov, correspondence 
1982) which was refuted by 16 Ixd4! 
exdd 17 De7+ &hB 18 Bxf7 Bxf7 (or 
18.46 19 Dxg6+! Wxg6 20 Ads and 
wins — Rasmussen) 19 &xf7 10 
ERasmussen-8. Beardsley, correspon- 
dence 1994. 15.246 is somewhat bet- 
ter, but 16 Sxda! exd4 17 De7+ She 48 
-2f6 (Purser & Rasmussen) is still very 
strong: eg. 18.24 19 Wixed! &xf6 20 
‘Exf6 Bae8 21 He6! a7 (21_fxes? 22 
‘Wes+ mates} 22 Wes+ 6 23 We4 and 
Black is completely tied down, while 
White can proceed with h2-ha-hs. 

14 axa 

Here 14 @ixbs runs into 14.2\f3+) 
and 15..@xda; while 14 axb5 d5! 15 
Wrd8 Baxd8 or 15 Weg xe3 16 Wre3 
leaves Black a clear pawn up. 
14.exd4 15 ZixbS 

No better is 15 Sxda Qd7 and Black 
wins material; or 25 txbS c5, which 
gives Black a strong centre to go with his 
extra pawn, 

15.006 

15.25 is also good; e.g. 16 Wxd8. 

Baxd8 17 Sxds Exds 18 Qxc7 Bes 19 
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a6 Rds 20 b3 Re 24 a3 Ras 22 by 
‘=xa3 and Black regains the pawn. 

16 Dixd4 Wb6 17 dé Aids 18 43 Mads 
19 Qed Ede8 20 2h3 HG 23.3 #5 22 Adz 
Bets 23 Ofa Zeq 


White is forced to give up his bishop, 
resulting in a position a pawn down 
with the worse minor piece. The game 
LTinture-Eéfendiyev, correspondence 
1998, did not last much longer: 

24 Sixds+ oxds 25 Wigs Zez 26 Ws =fes 
27 Wxd5+ Dh7 28 Zhf3 Zxb2 29 hg hs 
30a4a50-2 


B; 6 24 ~The Long Bogo 


‘Our examinations of the Studier At- 
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tack introduced two problems: First of 
all, the above lines have shown that itis 
not only Black who has to deal with a 
rather extensive amount of theory; sec- 
ondly, it is not clear if White (assuming 
accurate play by the opponent) can 
teach a tangible advantage or even 
equality! 

For those who prefer to avoid such 
discomfort, | would like to present a sys- 
tem recommended by — Rajmund, 
Emanuel (on his website) and which he 
has called the “Long Bogo" ~ because 
the main idea of this set-up is to castle 
Jong, thus killing two birds with one 
stone: firstly, the d4-pawn will now 
never fail with check (which was some- 
‘times inconvenient in line A}; and per> 
haps more importantly, with a white 
‘took on the d-file Black may not feel in- 
clined to take the d-pawn at all 

Due to the popularity of the Studier 
Attack there are nowhere near as many 
practical examples with 6 &f4, but the 
‘results of my investigations are quite 
promising. 

6.7 7 Baz 

Though | would not recommend it, 
White can transpose to 6 ca 2977 
fa covered above (see note ‘c’ to 
White's 7th move in line A) by playing 
4ac4 here or on the next move. 
7on0-0 8 0-0-0 

The starting position for the Long 
Bogo. if left in peace White plans a 
straightforward attack with &h6 and 
h2-ha-hs, so Black obviously needs to do 
something about this. 


‘As we have seen before, this counter- 
ssoike has always to be considered in the 
Sogoljubow Defence; it is quite surpris- 
sg that Emanuel did not analyse it at 
ail instead: 

2) 8..b6 doesn't make much sense in 
=y opinion, Sawyer gives the game 
ExDiemer-SchénfuB, Bad Liebenzell 
3354 which continued 9 Des 2b7 10 
we DhS 21 er Dixts 12 xfs Sxg2 13 
es? Bxhi 14 hxg6 figs 15 Beat She? 
2S 2xg6+ hxg6 17 has and White 
won. However, 15..2d5! would have 
‘scened the tables; eg, 16 Dxds (if 16 
Bds+ Gxd5 17 Wiis exi8 18 Dxds 
Axes 19 dxes Gab 20 Bfs+ deb 21 €6, 
shen 21..2d8 and .2d6 consolidates) 
S_Sxts 17 Oxf 06! 18 Owes WA6 19 
Sac7+ $8 20 Bfr+ (or 20 De6+ g7 21 
‘Bag? B16 22 De6 Dd7) 20.216 21 DAS 
ep 22 Mie7 Wrc7 23 Bxfo+ 97 24 
Bits Wxf7 and Black emerges the ex- 
ange up. 

Going back, there was of course no 
ead for White to give up the rook. 13 
‘Zh2 was more sensible, before proceed- 


Bogoljubow Defence 


ing with h4-hs on the next move, And 
the direct 9 h6 2b7 10 h4 may be even 
better, exploiting the fact that Black, 
with his bishop having left the h3-c8 
diagonal cannot play ...2.94. 

b) &..Dbd7 9 h4 b6 10 h5 Axhs 12 
ExhS gxhs 12 Sh6 Axh6? 13 Hxh6 AFG 
214 £d3 294 15 gs fxda 16 dxh7+ 
HhE 17 Lf5+ ig8 18 Zice4 1.0 was an- 
other Diemer-Schénfu8 game given by 
Sawyer, but after 12.6! | don't see how 
White can make any progress at all. 

Instead, White should prefer 9 2h6, 
with the standard attacking ideas in 
mind. 


Practical tests are scarce, but one ex- 
ample went 9..2ib6 (9...ixh6 10 Wxh6 
Qqq 11 Wa2 Db6 12 h3l? D6 23 Rds 
ibds 14 Pixds Wxds 15 cA Was 16 he 
5.17 Zhfi cxdg 18 4igs Hd8 19 94 seb 
20 4ixe6 Wxe6 24 Bdex WA6 22.95 “hs 
23 Ext7! was analysed by Emanuel) 10 
h4 Axh6 11 Wxh6 294 12 Wid2 Ads 13 
hs fixc3 14 bees Be6 15 Z)gsl, as in 
P.leisebein-D.Glotz, correspondence 
2007. The game continued 15..Wd6 
(25_ixa2 16 Zxh7!) 16 bbz fs 17 
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Inxgé xg6 18 hq 2if6 19 £43 c5 20 
Hadha cudg 21 oda h5 22 2x96 fxg6 23 
Was 97 24 Wb3 Aids 25 Res Bs 26 
DeG+ deg8 27 daa b6 28.04 2\F6 29 He2 
RcB 30 Sher Wes 32 Kez Wee 32 Was 
and White still had compensation for 
the pawn when the players agreed a 
draw. 

<) 8.a6, intending to initiate a 
counter-attack on the queenside, should 
‘be too slow: after 9 Hes (naturally 9 
Gh6 is also possible) 9.b5 (or if 
9..2bd7, then 10 dte2 in preparation for 
‘h2-h4-h5) 10 g4 b4 11 Nag &b7 12 Bgi 
a5 13 Gic5 fds 24 ha White has the 
greater attacking chances. GHaika-REl 
Messiry, correspondence 1998, contin- 
ued 14,.8bd7 15 g2 Oxcs 16 dxcs 
4kxg2 17 Wxg2 Wee 18 c6 Wc8 19 Did7, 
when White was clearly better. 

4) 8.2f5 has the problem that 
White can gain an important tempo by 
attacking the bishop with h2-h3 and g2- 


For instance, 9 h3 cé6 (9..c6 10 AE 
is line ‘f3' below) 10 g4 (another option 
{5 10 Stcql?, now that Black has given up 
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on -€7-¢5, €g, 10.a5 44 Re2 ds 12 
4 Fixla 23 gxfs e5 14 Ores Bxes 15 
dxeS Wxd2+ 16 Exd2 Had’ 17 Sxds 
Rxd8 18 2g4 h5 19 .2f3 and White was 
slightly better in W.Weingarz- 
MMosshammer, correspondence 2008) 
10.24 12 We3 Zinc3 12 bxc3 cB was 
JSeidel-S.Wolczek, correspondence 
2008, when 13 &e2 Yia5 14 h4 Wd5 15 
hs Jixgd 16 hxg6 fxg6 17 Bxh7! led to 
very complicated play: 47..Wxaz 
(27..8xh7? 18 Aigs+ g8 19 Lxg4 is 
good for White) 18 Rdhi Zf7 19 es! 
BxeS 20 Exf7 Wats 21 ede Wha 22 
Pixs xe 23 Wre2 Wh6+ 24 eda “cb 
25 Gixcb! dixt7 26 Wxe7+ sig8 27 Webs 
‘#h7 28 Des Bf8 29 Wid7+ &hB 30 Wes 
fs 31 Gxg6+ 97 Vos, since the 
pawn endgame after 32 Wixf5 Wxg6 33 
$xg6+ S2xg6 is drawn 

€) 8.294 should be met by 9 ite2, 
when Black will most likely trade his 
bishop for the white knight, as other 
wise his journey to g would have been 
a waste of time. However, after 9. 
(9.66 10 £:h6 transposes to line ‘fq! be: 
low) 10 3 xfs 11 2x03 6 12 94 ds 
13 Qxds cxds 14 ha White had very 
‘good attacking chances in yet another 
E.Diemer-Schonfu game. 

f) After 8..c6 Lane gives 9 h4 h5 10 
Ses Gibd7 11 Shi bs 12 23 a6 13, 
Bea, from LCampbell-C.Grotts, corre: 
spondence 1988, as equal, but this 
leaves the question whether Black 
shouldn't follow his own interests and 
attack with 10.0517; eg. 11 &b3 a5 42 
‘a4 SLf5 13 Ses e6 and Black has a rock. 


solid position on the kingside and good 
‘stacking prospects on the queenside. 

'3.2h6 seems more to the point: after 
a moving the bishop to this square is 
the main idea of White's setup, and it 
‘850 prevents ..h7-h5. The following re- 
pies have to be considered: 


£3) A nice example of White's attack 
lmg possibilities is 9._xh6 10 Hxh6 bs 
(eter 10.294 11 Wd2 and 12 h3 the 
etite: queen will quickly return to hé) 
2225 fig4 22 Scal! (the point of this 
Seautiful move will soon be seen) 
2 oxdi (12bvet 13 Sh fs 1a 
cog Dbd7 15 Exts! oxfs 16 2g3 also 
tends to mate) 13 Aces Dbd7 14 Bia! 
amd Black resigned in Pleisebein- 
feaschulz, correspondence 2003, as the 
eight on f6 can no longer maintain its 
protection of h7. 

2) 9..b5 doesn't work either, as after 
20 h4 Sxh6 11 Wxh6 ba 12 Deal 
White's attack is much faster. 
Plwisebein-H.lauterbom, —_correspon- 
fence 2004, continued 12..g4 
(22..xe4 runs into 13 Dgs! Df6 14 hs 
pes 15 23 Bh3!? 16 ixh7 g4 17 


Bogoljubow Defence 


Ser Dxfo 18 gxh3 1-0 MPreussner- 
AUifelean, correspondence 2006; or 
14..48f5 15 gal Was 16 gxf5 Wxh1 17 
fxg6 Dbd7 28 h3 Ws 19 Bagi Wxd4 
20 4if3 and wins) 13 Was h6 14 Wa 
Was 15 Des! Anes 16 dxes Wxa2 17 
Bxh6 Bars 18 dd2 Wxd2 19 hs Wres 
20 hugs Wa7 21 gxf7+ xf? 22 ca 
Wxh6+ (22..c6 23 Wha!) 23 xh6 ig7 
24Rdht Sf 25 gal 06 26 dixts+ Kxfs 
27 Zxe6 Bf4 28 £d3 Sf7 29 Me2 as 30 
Bh7+ and Black resigned. 

£3) 9..24f5 is again met by 10 13, 
when P.leisebein-HVon der Heydt, 
Germany 2004, continued 10_.0\bd7 11 
et (to control the e4-square) 11...£xh6 
12 Bxh6 Db6 13 g4 eb 14 ys ds 
15 Rigi d6 16 2d3 Zfes 17 Bes Abd7 
18 Dxds cxdS 19 Kexg6! hxg6 20 Zie6! 
fue 21 fxg6+ £18 22 Bhs! Wear 23 
bi Dos 24 Bh5+! exfs 25 gxfs and 
Black resigned. (25..8fi+! would have 
prolonged the game but not changed 
the result, as the advancing h-pawn will 
cost Blacka piece) 

{4) Finally, 9...g4 only makes sense 
if Black is willing to trade this bishop to 
enforce ..7-5. After 10 dte2 @bd7 11 
hs Stxf3 12 Axf3 €5, however, White 
might simply “ignore” it and play 13 
-dxg7 %xq7 14 94 with good attacking 
chances. in P.leisebein-H.Mergard, cor- 
respondence 2004, Black tried a differ- 
cent approach: 11..sxh6 12 Bxh6 LAxf3 
13 xf3 Was (13.57 is no longer pos- 
sible due to 14 dxes) 14 ha b6 15 hs 
ica, but after 16 Mder W6 (16..23xb2? 
uns into 17 ea!) 17 da Dd6 (or 
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17..8ixde 18 hog6 fxg6 19 Bxe7) 28 «3 
4f5 19 Wy5 RaeB 20 4 Sig7 21 22 
e622 Whé Was 23 hxgs Wos+ 24 
Wrgs xg 25 gxh7+ Dixh7 26 £d3 
White had regained his pawn with 
much the better position, 

ods 


This move was given a question 
mark by Harding, but in fact it is the 
only one to keep this variation alive for 
White, due to the improvement on his 
next move. 9 ibs?! is considerably 
weaker, as after 9..2ia6! Black is quite 
okay; eg. 10.d5 Sf5 11 d6 Dea 12 Wer 
iba 13 94 Was} 24 a3 Wag 15 Wez 
Bart 16 Sbr Dacs+l 27 Axc3 Dxc3+ 
18 bxc3 Wb3+ 19 @c2 Wxa3+and White 
resigned in P.Clough-BHantson, corre- 
spondence 1994. 

9..06 10 dé! 

The resource that revives White's 
game. Instead: 

4) 10.4? doesn't prevent anything at 
all, Black can still play 10..b5!, when 
EFrench-ATejer, correspondence 1967, 
ended rather humourlessly for White: 
41 axbS axbs 12 ixbs Dea! 13 Wez 
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2xc3 14 bxc3 Axc3 15 Qi2 Hare 26 
ba Was 0-1. 

) 10 Des would make sense if 
White could organize his forces in time 
= as, for instance, in O.Wehriey- 
RWinters, Milwaukee 1965, where Black 
played inaccurately 10.bd7 11 Sez 
DxeS 12 Axes bs 13 f3 £b7 14 ha hs 
(a4..b4 is answered by 15 dixfé) 15 
het Wd7 16 dxf6 xfs 17 Meq shq7?? 
(a7...0f5 was necessary) 18 DxcS We7 
19 @xb7 and White won. However, 
10..0h5 is better, when Black can 
eliminate the bishop pair under more 
favourable circumstances. 

) The direct 10 hg ftga 11 shez 
Dba7 12 Sh6 Be7 13 Bafa Bas 14 dbs 
Rifas 15 hs Sxhs 16 Lxg7 xg7 17 94 
was nicely rebuffed by 17..£xg4 18 
h6+ segs 19 Migs xe? 20047 Refi! 
21 Dxds exd6 22 Exf BeB in 
Plleisebein-EMayer, correspondence 
2004, and after 23 a4 Hes 24 b3 ig4 25 
‘ha hs 26 Sida Baes 27 Dba Bxds 28 
a5 the players agreed to a draw, al 
‘though it is White who should be glad 
about this outcome. 


20.26 
Similarly after 10.exd6 11 &xd6 
‘Ze White capture the c5-pawm at his 
pleasure, Instead, in Kaissiber magazine 
Bicker gives 10.He8 11 ca bs 12 tds 
‘Say 13 dxe7 Woe 14 Ther axe? 15 
Bed? x67 16 Das Wes 17 Axfo+ Bhs 
138 Exe8+ Wxes 19 Axb8 as equal, but in 
‘is line the computer finds 14 2xf7+!! 
Set7 15 Wis Wo7 16 Des+ 98 17 
Sas! Wrds 18 Sxds Maxe7 29 Bas 
ads 20 Wrds+ fe6 21 Wres and 
‘white is clearly better. 
tt Bes exd6 12 Axd6 Nes 13 Wxcs 


White has regained his pawn and 
bas active pieces. W.Mann-SZielinski, 
\@rrespondence 2004, continued: 
3B Re 14 gs TicB 15 \xe6 Hxe6 16 
Act Deg 17 Dxeg Sxeg 18 Lxt7+! oxt7 


Bogoljubow Defence 


19 Wds+ Reo 20 Bhfi+ Af6 22 ga gs 22 
hha h6 23 hxgs hxgs 24 Zd31 bs 25 ZIxfo+ 
Wx 26 213 

White has achieved a significant ad. 
vantage that he ultimately converted 
into a win. I show the rest of the game 
as the technique is quite instructive. 
26..88xt3 27 Waf3+ Kf6 28 Wds+ Sg6 
29 Hieds Wef7 30 b3 dB 31 Wh7+ wes 
32 Les Ud7 33 Wges Lit7 34 Wg6+ Ste 
235 Hixgs De7 36 ca bxca 37 bce g6 38 
‘Whe Le 39 Wess stf7 40 gs Dgs 42 
B+1-0 


Summary 

The Bogoljubow Defence is a good way 
to face the Blackmar-Diemer - at least if 
White ventures into the Studier Attack 
with 6 Sica £97 70-00-08 Het (which 
statistically he does most of the time). In 
fact, in the Leisebein Variation after 
8.2ic6 9 Wha Lad! (line A3), Black can 
even hope for an advantage with accu- 
rate play. 

White should therefore prefer the 
less popular 6 2f4, which is also less 
theoretical and may offer better 
chances than the Studier Attack. It 
would not surprise me if this is seen 
‘more often in the future. 


205 


1.4 d5 2.04 deed 3 “\e3 “16 4 £3 ext3 5 
ats fs 


The set-up initiated by 5..!4f5, when 
taken together with its close relative 
5..£6, is ane of the most popular (and 
critical!) responses to the Blackmar- 
Diemer and therefore deserves exten- 
sive coverage: In Lane's book, it is 
dubbed the Tartakower-Gunderam De- 
fence, although | cannot establish in 
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Chapter Ten x 
Gunderam Defence 


‘exactly what way GM Tartakower con- 
tributed to the theory of this system. 
Gerhart Gunderam, on the other hand, 
spent decades (|) studying its finesses, 
defended his findings im numerous cor- 
Tespondence games against Diemer, 
‘Studier and Stapelfeldt, and published a 
book about it in German (entitled 
Blackmar Diemer Gambit) in 1984. And 
a quite refreshing one too: even though 
Gunderam was a strong advocate of his 
defence, he always looked for best play 
from both sides ~ a sense of objectivity 
that various other books on the Black- 
Tnat-Diemer seriously lack. 

In this chapter | will concentrate on 
Diemer’s 6 e5, which is by far the most 
popular way of responding to the Gun- 
deram Defence. 

6205 
White has no better move here: 


3) 6 S04 is at best inaccurate, as af- 
‘= 6.26 Black has all the advantages of 
‘the Ziegler Defence, without having had 
> temporize with 5..c6, He can there- 
fore transpose by inserting ..c7-c6 at 
any moment (should it seem favourable 
% do so) or else omit this move alto- 
‘gether, For example, 7 0-0 (after 7 Des 
Qed? 8 WEI Dxes 9 dees Dd7 10 Ate 
22.000 We7 12 her 0-0-0 13 1 
Abs 24.3 e715 94 g6 16 Md2 AE 
Mick went on to win in AKislinsky- 
Sathader, Alushta 2009) 7...dte7 (7.06 is 
fine A in Chapter 12) 8 ies (8 d5 exas 9 
Suds 0-0 fs fine for Black; while 8 ez 
PO 9 C3 66 10 W372 b5, as in 
\aegandona Riveiro-A Gonzalez Berruga, 
Berges 2003, was just winning) 
 £xc2! (8...ag6 is a safe alternative) 9 
Sad? sexf7 10 We2 (10 Wxe2 Wxda+ 11 
des Bxct 12 Ms, as in Chapter 12, is no 
good here since the black queen can 
weteat to c6) 10..18d7 11 ds 2f5 (not 
22.6? 12 Dbs Wher 13 Sha 296? 
seb! ord 15 Wxe+ 18 16 Exto+! 1-0 
\Netel-EJ.Diemer, correspondence 
2955, due to 16..9xf6 17 Gh6+ wes 18 
WSs oF 16..dixf6 17 S2f4l) 12 d6 (or 12 
Gets exf5 13 d6+ dg6!) 12.cxd6 13 
‘ats Zee and Black should emerge with 
= material advantage. 

b) 6 ha is well met by 62u4 7 
23 €6 83 Ghs 9 g4 Dds, discovering 
om the hé-knight. M.Nicholls-M.Van 
‘echt, correspondence 2002, continued 
22 Dxds (10 Wy3 Re7 doesn't help, 
while 10 4f3 Ag6 11 Whs+ Ad7 12 
Bands exis 13 Wyb7 Sted 14 £g2 2d6 


Gunderam Defence 


35 0-0 0-0 is also good for Black) 
10..Wxhge 11 eda exds 12 gxhs c6 
33 <3 Wxhs+ 14 Ler Wo6 and Black 
slowly consolidated, 

) 6 Sd3 has been suggested by 
quite a few players, but | don't believe in 
it 


After 6Jxd3 7 Wd} c6l Black is 
Teady to erect a solid wall with 27-26, 
~Sibd7 and ...te7. Then 8 Sig5 (Biicker 
recommends 8 £4 26 9 0-0-0 2e7 10 
ha instead, but | don't think that White 
has enough for the pawn here either) 
8.26 900-0 (9 0-0 ¥e7 10 Raet Sibd7 
12 Ded c§ 12 Gha 0-03.63 He8 14°g3 
cada 15 Oixda Yds 16 xe7 O\xe7 lef 
White with nothing for the pawn in 
TKucera-M.Vrkota, Klatovy 2004) 
9.e7 105 (or 10 hg \bd7 11 hs hé 
12 Rxf6 Df 13 Dies 0-0 14 Hafa c5 15 
xcs Wxd3 16 2ixd3 Bac8 and Black was, 
clearly better in LSantos-H.Chameita, 
Portuguese Team Ch, 1999) 10...“\bd7 
12. Wh3 he 12 hfs We7 13 2f4 Sd6 14 
We3 Axes 15 dxes Dd5 16 Bxds cxd5 
17 Sbs cb 18 Dd6+ we7 19 Was 
BhfB? 20 Oxb7+ wes 21 Ad6+ dds 22 
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Wig Wa6 23 fa g5 24 £d2 fs 25 ext 
e522 26 Rast! b6 27 Wxes was suc- 
cessful for White in G.Miller-Ekunath, 
correspondence 1975, but Black has 
numerous improvements, such as 
25..2bB and 19..#a6l, and even the 
simple 12..2d5! would have taken the 
wind out of White's sails. 
Retuming to6 es: 


Before we examine the main replies 
for Black, 6..e6 and 6..c6I?, we need to 
study a few minor alternatives: 

a) 6.286 7 g4 should be met by 
7.26, transposing to line A2 below, 
since 7...2bd7 8 WHS c6 9 4\xg6 hxgé 10 
95 hs 11 .bc4 e6 12 0-0 We7 13 De4 
would lead to serious difficulties accord- 
ing to Gunderam himself, White might 
also consider 7 Wf3 c6 8 Wh3!?, threat- 
ening \xg& with good compensation 
forthe pawn. 

b) 6..g62! unwisely mixes two sys- 
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tems, and 7 cd forces Black to play 
7.06 in any case, when 8 gs! is very 
good for White (as already noted vis 
5..96 6 Sica 257 Des in Chapter 9). 

¢) 6.24?! aims to gain control over 
e4 by trading the knight on 3, but 
White can exploit this loss of time with 
energetic play: 7 Aca! (Diemer's 7 ge 
and Gedult's 7 Wf are less clear) 7.25 
(not 7..2ixc3?? 8 xf? mate, while 7.6 
0.0 e6 fails to 9 2\xd5! cxds 10 2b54) 
80-0 (the simple 8 Axds exds 9 0-0 is 
also. good) 8..e7 (unfortunately 
8..4xc37 9 bxe3 leaves Black facing 
overwhelming threats, such as Zixfs, 
yt 7, WI3, 92-94) 9 Dxt7! kext7 10 94, 
and now 10.2be6 11 gxfs Wxda+ 12 
‘Wxda Dixda 13 fxe6+ bes with a dread- 
ful game seems to be the best Black can 
do. 

4) 6..0bd7?1 also has to be labelled 
dubious, as after 7 #3 White wins back 
his pawn and remains with the better 
position; eg. 


it) 7.89671 8 Wxb7 Wee (8..2)xe5 9, 
dxe5 2d7 10 Obs cB 11 6! fxe6 12 
‘Wc6 1s also very strong, while 8..06 9 


Be6 We8 20 has Wxb7 12 Lxb7 wins 
the exchange) 9 Wes Zbs 10 Las Was 
a2 Qibs Exbs 12 axbs Bes 13 Wea Ads 
es Qxd7! 1-0 EkDiemer-Kainz, St 
Radegund 1960. 

42) 7..L0xc2 8 Wb? is equally prob- 
‘emattic Again, White threatens 9 Dc6 
followed by 10 a6, and neither 8..b8 
5 a7 Bas 10 Wh7 Zbs 11 WF3, nor 
E 2mes 9 dxes 7 10 Obs Kc8 12 e6! 
‘6 12 We6 are convincing for Black. 

43) 7.06 8 Wixb7 Zines (8.206 9 
(cS We8 10 £2a6 should be familiar by 
now. while 8..2b8 9 Wxa7 Za8 10 7 
BS 12 Wf3 is also good for White) 9 
tees 7 (9..0d57? loses at once to 10 
Wor he7 11 Wes+ Sd7 12 Abs+ eed 
53 Wc6) 10 ibs bs (or 10..Wbs? 11 
cs Bas 12 Ags! Re7 13 Axe7 xe7 
$£.0-0-0 1-0 W.Ludwig-K Ludwig, Biber- 
oh 3974) 211 xd 7+ Sxd7 12 Bxa7 was 
pusyed in CDiebert-DFoley, Zanesville 
2386, which concluded 12.£b4? 13 0-0 
28 14 Ags! We8 15 Dadi Ke7 16 Rxe7 
Sxe7 17 WeS+ e8 18 Obs and Black 


Gunderam Defence 


.was an idea of Gunderam’s which he 
discussed in a series of correspondence 
games against Diemer, Studier and 
Stapelfeldt. Ultimately, the move has 
not stood the test of time. 

e1) 7 Sc4 e6 8 0-0 was Diemer's 
usual way of handling this position, af- 
ter which Gunderam tried two methods 
of dealing with the threats to fS and f7: 

11) Btiga 9 Wa3 Libd7 10 Oixt7 
{the tempting 10 h3?l runs into 
20.Axe5 11 dxeS Sc5+ 12 tha 4d7 
and the bishop is immune from capture, 
EJ.Diemer-G.Gunderam, correspon 
dence 1955) 10..32xf7 11 h3 \b6 was 
played in EJ.Diemer-G.Gunderam, cor- 
respondence 1972, and here the simple 
Tetreat 12 2b3 would have been best, 
since Black cannot save his bishop in 
any case; eg. 12246 13 ea Pibds 14 
4 Dba (or 14.27 15 hxgs hxg4 16 
931) 45 Wa2 fs 26 Zixd6+ Wad 17 5 
‘Wes 18 xfs and White is clearly better. 

€12) 8..96 9 We2 again threatens 10 
x7 (followed by 11 Zxf5), and 9-97 
10 Qxf7| dxf? 1a Dis! Wxdas (or 
TL.gxls 12 Wxe6y diy6 13 £43 Wxdar 
14 e3} and Black has to sell everything 
he owns to avoid immediate mate) 12 
he3 Wg4 13 RB g8 14 h3 Wha 15 93! 
Wrh3 16 Rd? 494 17 Weeb+ h7 18 
‘Wxg6+! sxg6 19 23 mate, E4LDiemer- 
G.Gunderam, correspondence 1959, is a 
perfect illustration of White's possibili- 
ties. However, Black’s position is more 
resilient if he plays 9..1Wxda+ 10 ha 
before 10...g7, since 11 Sxf7? doxt7 22 
xfs then fails to 12.gxf5! 13 Wxe6+ 
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¢hg6 14 &d3 (or 14 WH7+ @h7 and the 
king manages to hide) 14_#xd3! 15 
‘eda Hes and Black wins, 

€2) 7 WRI WS 8 Ach €6 900 is 
more accurate, deflecting the black 
queen from the d-file before proceeding 
with the same threat of 10 xf7. The 
game P.leisebein-AReuter, correspon- 
dence 2001, continued 9Mbd7 10 
@xf71 hoa (10..0exf7 11 Wxfs Db6 12 
skb3 c5 13 Dedl is very strong) 11 Wad3 
‘skxf7 12 h3 5?! (12416 improves, but 
after 13 hxga hxga 14 Dea Sxca 15 
2\g5+ shgS 16 Rxf6! Wd7 17 Bxe6 White 
regains the pawn with a clear advan- 
tage) 13 hxg4 oda 14 Des Des 15 
‘Wxda Wxc4 16 Wxes eB 17 Exfol get 
18 Oixfe+ 247 19 ea £97 20 Wat ke7 
21 te3 and due to the threat of Sic5+, 
Black resigned. 


6.06 


This is the most common way of re 
sponding to 6 @e5 ~ and why shouldn't 
it be? With the light-squared bishop out, 
Black closes the a2-g8 diagonal and 
opens the a3-8 diagonal for his other 
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bishop. However, the temporary weak- 
ness of the hi-a8 diagonal (and there 
fore the b7-pawn) allows White to fight 
for the initiative with aggressive play. 
784 

Here 7 WY3?! is of little value: 


a) 7.Wxd4 actually plays into 
White's hands after 8 &b5+ (not 8 
Wrb7? Brest 9 de2 Geq! and White 
hhas no compensation for the piece at all; 
eg. 10 Sixes Wxeq 11 WeB+ e712 
Wxc7+ Dbd7 13 bs Dds 14 ba3+ eB 
25 Wb7 Zic3 and Black is winning — 
Harding) 8.6 (8.2\bd7 9 2ixd7 Oxd7 
10 e3 West is also possible, but not 
20..8h4e? 12. f2 Wad 12 Wxb7 Bas 13 
Wic7 bs 140-0 dxc3 15 bxcs dea 16 
4g3 -h5 17 Bada and Black's position 
crumbled in Hlemke-JTotzauer, corre 
spondence 1984) 9 2ixcé xc6 10 
Sixc6r O)d7! 14 sLe3 WA6 12 Bxb7 Hes 
33 We2 Eb8 and chances are roughly 
equal. 

b) 7.61 8 3 “ibd7 9 0-0-0 also of- 
fers “chances for both sides” according 
to Harding, However, after 9..8c7 10 
Bf4 (10 ga? xes 11 Wa3 Dds! 12 


eds Wags 13 hxg3 Axd3 14 Exd3 
aps was a complete disaster for White 
© “esire"-MFierro, intemet Chess Chib 
000) 20,.£d6 11 Hei 0-0-0 12 bt 
26, as in KMarkwardt-AHall, corre- 
spondence 1968, | cannot imagine the 
slightest compensation for White, even 
‘fhe did manage somehow to draw. 


After the text Black has two ways to 
spehis bishop: 


‘Other moves are definitely inferior: 

2) PuoSne2? 8 Wicd Wixds 9 Wer 
a5 20 Af3 Wxy4 gives Black four (1) 
pawns for the piece, but White is be- 
s=ming too active too quickly. A game 
ERasmussen-NN, correspondence 1989, 
ceetinued 11 Ziga Wb4 12 a3 Wes 23 
Bes Wic6 14 Wg2! Dbd7 15 abs and 
‘Sack resigned as his queen is trapped. 

5} 7afed? is a sacrificial idea by 
Ganderam, which he analysed at some 
jeath in his book on the Blackmar- 
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Diemer. For some time its acceptance 
was thought to be dangerous, but to- 
day's engines are quite humourless on 
that score: 8 gxfs! (attention has mostly 
been directed to 8 2bS+ c6 90-0 xca 
10 bxc3 Ag6 11 Ad3 with reasonable 
‘compensation, even if 11..£d7 1s objec- 
tively rather unclear) 8..@h4+ 9 tie2 
and now three ways of getting to grips 
with the white king have been tried: 


bi) 9.f6 10 O:f3! W2+ 11 ed3 Aic5+ 
12 dacs (42 ecg Sbd7! 13 axes Wxcs+ 
14 Sed3 0-0-0 15 see2 2e5 would offer 
Black some chances) 12..4ia6 13 bs! 
(Cody's tine 13 3 0-0-0+ 14 44 Sxc5 
15 bs €5 16 We2 is worse due to 
16.xd4 17 buds Hdd 18 voc3 Acs! 
19 Wxf2 Dede 20 3 Aes with per- 
petual chetk) 13..0-0-0+ 14 Sbda.e5 15 
cB exd4 16 cxd4 Abds (or 16..2ixc5+ 17 
sca and the white king escapes ~ Rit- 
tenhouse) 17 $4 cz 18 Hba Oxd4 19 
yng Sxdar 20 Wada Were 24 db4 a5+ 
22 &xas Wxb1 23 tg? and White re- 
mained a piece up and won quickly in 
HWundtJTeumer, correspondence 
1991. 
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b2) 9.26 


10 A\xc6it (the right way to proceed: 
whereas 10 #1f37 now fails to 10..f2+ 
12 shd3 0-0-0 22 Oixed Exda+ 23 te3 
bat 14 seb3 Mias+ 15 stag Rxeg and 
Black is winning) 10..2xc3+ 11 bxc3 
‘Weqs 12 def2 Hxha 13 a5! and White 
comes out on top; eg. 13..f#d5 14 fxe6! 
fxe6 (or 14..hxaS 15 ext7+ bxf7 16 
WH3+ eB 17 Wrb7) 15 cq Sd6 16 
eg1 0-0 17 Dxd6 cxd6 18 2g? Was 19 
‘Wei and the two bishops proved supe- 
Tior to the rook and pawn in HZanolin- 
‘AHacker, correspondence 2001. 

b3) 9..Wef2+ 10 sed3 2ic5+ 11 4.06 
was long thought to give Black good 
play; for example, 22 a4 b5+ 43 axbs, 
axbs+ 14 Oxbs Rxai 15 igs? (25 
Syxe7+ dB 16 Dds Abd7 is unclear; 
e.g. 17 Aixt7+ eB 28 Abdé+ 2xd6 29 
Qxd6+ Sc7 20 Dbs+ Seb 21 dxcs was 
RRittenhouse-ERasmussen, correspon: 
dence 1986, and now 21..aa+! 22 b3 
yxc5+ 23 re} Beds draws) 15..f6 16 
Oxc7+ ke7 17 Wrar Wac2r 18 kbs 
Wh3+ 19 xcs ds mate(l) E.1.Dtemer- 
G.Gunderam, correspondence 1959; or 
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12 dics Wxcs+ 13 sed3 Wxes 14 We2 
Wab+ 15 wes Wess 16 Fs (26 dz 
D6) 16..xf5+ 17 shq2 Babs 18 seh3 
2c6 with three pawns for the piece and 
obvious positional compensation for 
Black. 

After the stronger 12 a31, however, 
White is wining in all fines: 


b31) 12.54 is met calmly by 13 
ska, when there is no useful discovered 
check for Black; after 13_i:d6 14 dxc5 
Bxe5 (14.8ixc5) 15 sib3 RxeS 16 fees 
0-017 ext7+ soxf7 18 Wds+ is no better) 
15 fxe6 feé 16 Ded Do6+ 17 4b3 Dd4s 
18 skaz the king has found a safe haven 
and White remains a piece up. 

32) 12..Dbd7 13 Dxd7 b5+ 14 ctby 
aS+ also fails after 15 wexbs @ixd7 16 
fxe6 WS+ 17 waa Wreé 18 Wer Ab6+ 
19 kbs and the queens come off. 

b33) Finally, 12,.d0d6 13 dxcs Wrese 
14 Wb3 Axes 15 fxe6 Wh6y 16 daz 
Wxe6+ 17 Was left Black with only two 
pawns for the piece, which were not 
enough in Pleisebein-K.Behrendorf, 
correspondence 1998. 

©) 2afDF4717 is more interesting, 


im that taking the piece now would 
iow Black at least a draw; e.g. 8 gxf57! 
What 9 her Axes 10 dxes Waar 12 
Bet has etc, while 11 ed?! Wxfs+ 22, 
Sea? loses to 12.06 13 a3 Das+ 14 
bs Gxes+ 15 Hag a6 16 Aq? c6l and 
275+. 

However, White can improve with 
(Scttmann’s suggestion 8 e3! Sixes 9 
5, when play might continue 
5 Siecé (9..Ded7 10 fxes What 13 Sf2 
By 22 ca tres 13 Whs+ 96 24 Hh 
mas also good for White in 1.kainz- 
‘Neumeyer, correspondence 2001) 10 
feet 5 (10_fxe6 11 24 Whar 22 22 
hs 13 We2 Ads 14 ds &b4 1500-0 
Bxc3 16 bxe3 Wre3 17 ds Wa3+ 28 
bz We7 19 dxe6 0-0 20 Ed7 and wins 
'& another fantastic line analysed by 
Diemer) 11 Sich Ode 12 Rfr Wh4e 13 
fe Wr 14 exf7+ wd7 (obviously 
4 eh7 15 ixt7+ nxf7 16 93+ loses 
(Ge queen) 15 Wg4+ and White went on 
t= win in GStudier-M.Bbhnisch, Ger- 
many 1973. 

Instead of taking on es, Black might 
petreat the bishop with 8.296 after all, 


Gunderam Defence 


but then 9 Sug6 hxg6 10 WHS c6 12 
0-0-0 gave White good compensation in 
another Diemer-Gunderam game; es- 
sentially Black has an inferior version of 
aan inferior line (cf 9..2fd7 in the notes 
toline A2 below). 


A1: 7.18.04 = 
The Stader Variation 


tn similar positions trading the 
bishop in this way is highly dubious, but 
with the white g-pawn already having 
advanced to g4 precise play is required 
to prove any advantage at all 

Be \xe4 

Other moves make little sense: 

a) 8 gi?l grants Black time to attack 
the white centre unpunished: 8..b4 9 
-Ad3 Dc6 10 die3 Dxes 11 dxes Ddst 12 
Bxe4 Owe} 43 Wed8+ Bxd8 14 Eg3 
Bxca+ 15 bxc3 Hcg 16 ixb7 Hb8 17 
ga he7 and Black was much better in 
LTinture-P.Mary, comespondence 1997. 

b) 8 Qixf771 is a sacrifice named after 
Wieland Belka and Andreas Neumeyer 
(specifically, the Belka-Neumeyer Line); 
however, from a technical standpoint it 
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is quite dubious: 8..ixf7 9 Dxe4 2xeq 
10 WI3+ \f6 11 Wxb7 Wexda! 12 ¢3 (nec- 
essary, as 12 Wxa8 runs into 12,44) 
12..0d5 13 Ag2 We5+ 14 fa Ads! 15 
\Wxa8 cs and with the white queen far 
away, the white king is an easy target. 
“Janus"-W.Belka, Internet 2002, contin- 
ued 16 4Lf3 WS 17 gxhs (17 95 WFs 18 
ske2 Md8 with the threat of 19..<xc3+! 
is no better for White) and now 
17.22xh5! would have been‘crushing, as 
after 18 daxhs+ Wxhs 19 eer Wh4+ 20 
Seda Wat 21 Sc2 Wear 22 &b3 Wha 
White cannot take the knight because of 
23 Wxbs Wd+ 24 seca 4)b6+ and he has 
to give up the queen to avoid instant 
mate. 

8...2Ke4 9 WHR 


Alternatively: 

a) 9..2d6 should be met by sirnpie 
development, e.g. 10 de3 f6 (or 10.2147 
12.0.0-0 23f6 12 ed3 h6 13 hf Re7 14 
3 c6 15 h4 WaS 16 eb1 0-0-0 17 gS 
Dds 18 4d2 and Black’s problems are 
close to unsolvable) 22 0-0-0 c6 12 #h3 
Was 13 Qg6 hxgé 14 Wxh8 Wxa2 15 
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&d3 and White was clearly better in 
Rittenhouse KAndre, correspondence 
1987. 

b) 9..8h4, depriving White of cas- 
ting, is also logical. After 10 std (10 
$e2?! d6! gives Black a good version 
ince 41 Oxf7 fails to 
11,.c61) we have a further split: 


i) After 10_£5, Diemer’s 11 Wb3, at- 
tacking e6 and b7, is only good enough 
for a draw: 11..2\f2+ 42 de2 (not 412 
do"! Sd7) 13 ress We7 14 Wxd7+ 
Wxd7 15 xd7 Sxd7 16 2gi Axa4 and 
Black is still a pawn up; or if 13 ¥8xb7?, 
as in BReichardt-Pteisebein, corre- 
spondence 2002, then 13..2e4 24 Sidi 
axes! 15 Weak £17 16 c3 Wrgde 17 
wea Ws 18 dxes Whi with a decisive 
material advantage) 12.0whi+ 13 
Wreb+ Be7 14 ig? Was 15 hd3 Wxg2 
216 BcB+ Ad8 17 Webs Yi-¥s DKoetsier- 
Liew, correspondence 1998. 

if White is looking for more he 
should try 11 e317 46 12 gxfs 2xe5 
(after 12..28f8 13 Stbs+ ~ a useful inclu- 
sion to block the c6-square ~ 23..c6 14 
ad3 exfs 15 Gea Sc7 16 Md2 Qxd2 17 


‘Sxd2 White has definite compensation 
the form of the bishop pair) 13 2d3! 
Ses was played in AGysi-PLeisebein, 
somespondence 1997, and now 14 sif2! 
2 15 Wixfa Soxfa 16 dxc5 would have 
been better for White. 

2) 10...2d6 is possible here too, but 
es time White has 11 Zixt7! @axt7 12 
Wb7 Wrgd+ 13 her Wxds+ 14 Raz 
and the extra exchange has proved to 
be most important factor in the post- 
por eg. 14.a3l? (14.046 15 Brad 
Mxb2 16 Het W617 Wes 2e5 18 e3 
S 29 Wass Dcé 20 cg Dds 21 Ws 
296 22 Hoa Wxbs 23 Dxbs gave White 
= clear advantage in the endgame in 
Pisisebein-CBéttcher, correspondence 
‘aooo) 15 Hbi Abs (150-0 16 Wxas 
Sexb2 17 Ifa was also good for White in 
CiMicDonald-Slaw, correspondence 
moos) 16 c3 Was 17 fs Wea2 18 Wras 
B19 Reg Sc5 20 Sc2 Eds 21 Ther 
Biss (after 21 Wags 22 b3 Ba2+ 23 
a2 Exd2+ 24 Gxd2 Wxb2+ 25 az 
White regains the piece on 8) 22 Wc6 
ce 23 Edi Des 24 b3 Wxc3 (or 
24 Quxc6 25 bxc4 Sas 26 te Dxca 27 
Act! and White is better) 25 xe6+ 
AS 26 Wess BxeB 27 Axc3 Dg4 28 
257 De3+ 29 d2 and White went on 
fe win in RMarkus-W.Baer, correspon- 
dence 2003. 

3) 10...f2+ is critical and not easy 
te face. Play continues 11 ez @xhi 
(e612 Ags! fxgs 13 xb? oF 
s2Wigs 13 ha Wh6 24 gst figs 15 
Sxf2 is good for White) 12 Wi<f7+ ds 
$3 Bg? Re? (after 13.2467! 14 Wxg7 


Gunderam Defence 


Whar 15 ed3 Sixes 16 Ligse steB 17 
Wxes Wxo2 18 Wxhs+ d7 19 Wxh7+ 
cb 20 Weg+ Wess 21 stoned 124-22 
‘Sf3 White regained the piece and went 
‘on to win in RSasata-/.Tanti, correspon- 
dence 1997) and now several moves 
have been tried: 


31) 14 @xq7 is only sufficient for a 
draw: 14.2e8 15 Sxb7 What 16 Sida 
‘Ws 17 c3 Wbs and White has to take 
the perpetual (18 2f7+ Sd7 19 Des> 
$48 202)47+) to avoid being worse. 

32) 14 Wxe6 also leads to a draw: 
24.8f2+ 15 bd3 Bxgz 16 295! Df2+ 
27 shea BSH! 18 bs c6l 19 Wxe7+ des 
20 We6+ Sb7 1% Pileisebein- 
MCehajic, correspondence 2004, since 
the black king cannot escape the checks; 
eg. 21 We7+ Gab 22 Was+ bs 23 
‘Wes+ deb7 24 We7+ ete. 

1b33) 14 de3 Wxh2 15 H13 Dg3+ 16 
shd3 (26 Yed2? allows 16.26 17 Bixcé+ 
bxe6 18 4f4 RfBl 19 dxc7+ eB 20 
Wxc6 Bf2+ followed by 22..Wxg2 and 
wins) 16..c6!? (a winning attempt for 
Black: otherwise 16,.2c6 17 Axc6+ bxc6 
18 Bg Ad6 19 Rg5+ Re7 20.34 is an 
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instant draw by repetition, or if 20 Bixc6 
then 20..8xg5 21 WxaB+ Be7 22 Wxhs 
Wxg2 and again White has no better 
than a draw) 17 2if7+ od7 18 @xhs 
a6 19 Df7 (not 19 RF4? Dbg+ 20 td2 
ids 22 2xg3 Wh6+ 22 se2 Exhs, when 
Black still had his pawn in MGolziow- 
RBrachtel, correspondence 1994) 
19..b4+ 20 wed BfB 21 Sgt Wha 22 
Sif2 Exf7 23 Waf7 Wigs! (23...8xaa lets 
White try for more with 24 213 or 24 
Ret) 24 £xg3 Dxc2 25 Wal (the only 
move) 25..Wb5+! 26 We3 Dxaa 27 Wic7+ 
‘eS 28 Wh8+ ends up asa draw. 

b34) Surprisingly, the simple 16 
Bxb722_ may be the most promising 
move; e.g. 14..Wxh2+ 15 td3 Df2+ 16 
bc3 Ddi+ 17 Gb3 a5. 18 a4 Ba7 19 6 
‘Ef 20 Wre6 h6 21 Wds+ £6 22 2bs 
gave White a strong initiative in 
"ETC_Chess"."Caissafan’, online game 
2003, and 22..WF2 23 c3 Wfs 24.95 #2 
25 shea h5.26 Wbs c6 27 Wher £7 28 
Wra7 Gxes 29 96 Efs 30 Wb7 27 31 
Seb Dd7 32 Wxcé Dé 33 axfs Wits 34 
Bh6 Wrg6 35 2xg7 Wxg7 36 Hxdt 
eventually Jed to.a win for him. 


10 Wx7+ 

10 £b5# is often played to free fi 
for the king, but after 10..c6 11 Wxt7+ 
ds 12 fa Abas 13 3 (or 13 her 
Brat 14 dd3 Dcs+ 15 Seg exbs+ 16 
xs Was) 13_Wi2e 14 dda BB 5 
Paxc6+ (or 15 Wxb7 Mxfa) 15..bxc6 16 
ers eB 17 Lxe6+ Aincé 18 Wrc6+ 
‘Sf7 19 Wxea Wxb2 Black was winning 
in Hknoll-GWeber, comrespondence 
1983. 
20...9d8 23 Wa 

31 Bwe6?? kd4+ 12 c3 dixc3+ 13 
bbxc3 Wf2+ 14 dds Zixc3 mate is a motif 
worth remembering, 
11..Sbae 

After 11..95 12 3 Black should play 
32..diba! 13 Wes transposing, 12..d5, 
13 Dif7+ eB 14 WHS Hg8 15 g2 Ses 
(not 15..20d67? 16 We2 1-0 Pieisebein- 
Vetzold, correspondence 1989) 36 
Weds ends 17 Axds, and 12..gxf4 13 
cxda Stbae 14 ez Df 15 g2 Das 16 
ft are much better for White, who re 
gains the pawn while keeping the 
bishop pair. 
2o 
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bed 

‘This was long considered to be good 
sough for equality, but Leisebein’s in- 
weration on move 14 seems to have 
Sefted things im White's direction 
=n. 

a) 12..fixc3+23 beg Wea 14 sed 
‘= past good for White; e.g. 14..¥d4+ (or 
4 Wear 15 Weed, while 14.2c8 15 
Weg Bd8+ 16 Dd3 Wrar 17 Wxes+ 
7 18 4\ba! traps the queen, to be fol: 
towed by #2, shes, Rdt, etc) 15 2d3 
(has 16 wher Wxat 17 text Hare 18 
@g3 and White won in LTinture- 
Szudoin, correspondence 1996. 

5) 12..41d7, on the other hand, was 
wssessed equal at the ChessPublish- 
macom forum after 13 2ixd7 Sxc3+ 14 
ted Wac3+ 45 shez Wrai 16 Ses 
Weazs 17 sbfs Wh3+ 18 B03 Dd6 19 
s+ cB 20 Wixg7 Hd8 21.g2 hs 22 
9925-23 Rca bxad+ 24 hxgd. However, | 
i White's chances here; the position 
=> be compared to the game 
‘Mzisebein-K.Stummer, correspondence 
2594, the only marginal difference be- 
es that the moves ..Wb3+ and e3 
were not played there. 

3 We; Wxes, 

‘Not 13..u8xc34? 14 bxc3 Wixes 15 
gt 2ie5 16 WxeS Dd3» 17 she? Dxe5 
& Axb7 and wins; while after 
3 Weeds 14 Axe} Axc3 15 Ad2 Dds 
25 Di7+ he7 17 OxhB D6 18 0-0-0 
Snd2+ 19 Gixd2 Hxh8 20 ig? White 
was clearly better in H.Wundt: 
<2ragner, correspondence 1994. 
egal 


Gunderam Defence 


‘This is stronger than the old 24 exbg 
Bd7 15 Bg? Dds 16 Wres Dxes 17 
Sog5+ Sd7 18 f6 Od3+ 19 dda Bhi 
20 sxd3 Bxf6 21 Raft HafB, as in 
P.leisebein-W.Schmidt, correspondence 
1989, where Lane claims an edge for 
White after 22 Eixfé Zxf6 23 Zf1 due to 
the bishop and potential passed pawn, 
but I'm not sure that it really amounts 
‘to much. 
14.07 

Now if 14..d7, White can avoid 
transposing te the previous note by 15 
exbs Od6 and instead play 15 sixes 
which is much more favourable, 
15 Sxes c6 16 242 d7 17 0-0-0 e7 


White's two bishops, more active 
pieces and central pressure give him 
excellent compensation for the pawn. 
The further course of P.Leisebein- 
FSorroche Lupion, correspondence 
2003, is very instructive: 
38.d6 

18..h6 19 #3 #ig7?! allowed 20 
Axc6t bxc6 21 Rxe6 Hes 22 Wed with a 
decisive attack in P.Leisebein- 
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KBehrendor, correspondence 1999. 
19 ba h6 20 c4! Zhds 

20..0¢5 24 Sa5+! (the point of this 
will be seen six moves later) 21b6 22 
Rc3 Wred+ 23 Wxes Dies 24 RxhB Df2 
25 Rd2 #ixg4 26 Rxe6 is clearly better 
for White, as 26...8f4? fails to 27 e7+ 
icB (without the preliminary bishop 
check Black could have played b6 
here) 28 Bad? and wins, 
21.Ac3 Wah2 22 Gc2 Res 23 «5! A424 
ase 

‘Again the disruptive check, this time 
to weaken Black's queenside pawn for- 
mation, 
2ihusb6 25 Hxd7+ dixd7 26 War 6 

‘There 45 nothing better. 26..2c8 is 
met by 27 Radi. 
27 oxd6 Weds 28 Wea wicB 29 Rd2 We7 
30hag!1.0 

The threat of xc6 with decisive ma- 
terial gain cannot be prevented. 


2:78 g6 


7..S.g6 certainly looks more sensible 
than 7,.Steal? Black retreats the bishop 
40 a (temporarily) safe square, from 
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where it also protects (7, a critical point 
‘in many vanations of the Blackmar- 
Diemer. The following material iflus- 
trates the solidity of the main lines of 
the Gunderam Defence, which means 
that White should probably transpose to 
the Teichmann Defence as soon as he 
an, 

sit 

And that moment is right now. 
Unless White doesn’t like the main tine 
40 hd in the Teichmann Defence (see 
tine A22 in the next chapter) for some 
reason, 8 £.g21 is the move to play. Then 
8..c6 9 ha is a direct transposition, al 
beit a move less (Black has played ...Lf5- 
g6 rather than .2g4-h5-96, while 
White has played ha-h in one go}. 

Occasionally, Black may try to avoid 
this by playing 8.245, but then the 
natural 9 h4 is even stronger. (it is quite 
surprising that, at least to my knows 
edge, this move has not been played ina 
practical game yet!) Black has to take 
care of his bishop on 96, but after 9.6 
10 2ingé fixgé 11 ZixdS. exds 12 Was 
$f7 13 Ze3 White certamly has suffi 
cient compensation for the pawn. 

The immediate & h4?! is incorrect 
due to 8..dib4 9 dtg2 tea! and Black is 
already better (otherwise 9..c6 is the 
Teichmann ine again}; €.g. 10 sixes 
2xes 11 BFS? (but after 11 Was Ancs 
42 bxc3 dé Black is a clear pawn up) 
12.Wxda 12 Wii7+ dB 13. Wxg7 
Bxc3+ 14 bxc3 fae 25 eda Bcd 
mate, MChisholm-Efeny, Edinburgh 
2007. 


The most common reply, although 
semral alternatives have been tried. 

2) 8_2)bd7 is only good if White gets 
= eg, 9 Wxb7 Xb8 10 Wxa7 
Beert Dxg6? (11 Dxd7 Sxd7 12 Wags 
ss roughly equal) 11.“ixe3! 12 xh 
(ees 33 ez Seas 14 es f5 15 gxfs 
se 26 <dd3 Wer and Black had a dect 
he attack in FRohde-H.J.Baum, corre 
jeendence 2995. Instead, playing pre- 
Seely with 9 4xg6 hxg6 10 95! is more 
(ee point (and obviously better than 
Seeer's 10 Wxb7, when the simple 
= 2axgé gives Black a significant plus). 
Ser 20-25 (or 10..hs 11 Wxb7) 12. 
Gets exds 22 Wxds (22 24 is also 
ped) 12.06 13 Ws Qb6 (as in 
EnDiemer/GStudier-G.Gunderam, cor- 
sSpondence 1972) 14 ¢3 White has a 
ght advantage. 

8) 8...2\45 blocks the long diagonal, 
wee leaving 6 free for the other 
might. Here 9 tbs+ c6 10 0-0 has 
estly been played, but | don't think 
this ts White's best course of action, as 
‘b= following line illustrates: 10..261 


Gunderam Defence 


(this is stronger than any of 10..#F6? 41 
Wha Was 12 Frg6 fxg6 13 243 as in 
EJDiemer-G.Gunderam, —_correspon- 
dence 1972; 40-46 11 #ixg6 hxg6 12 
Ads f5 13 We2 Wfo 14 Dxds cxds 15 
oxf5 gxf5 16 xfs Wrd4e 47 sha as in 
Pleisebein-H.Baumbach, —_correspon- 
dence 1990; or 10..Wc7 11 nds exds 
22 Zixgé hug 13 fa Ade 14 Wrd5! 
xfg 15 Zaeit bf8 16 Xxfal oxbs 17 
Exf7+ Wxf7 18 a8) Wes 19 Wes 
mate) 21 de3 (if 11 fa? cxbs 12 Wxb7 
Dbd7 13 Dxds Mek 14 eb LS! 25 
2xd8 Gixb7 16 O\xb7, as in P.Leisebein- 
P.Carroll, correspondence 2004, then 
16..QeA! 17 He2 Hb8 is good for Black; 
while 23 2xg6 hxg6 12 g5 is well met by 
12_fxd4s 13 sg? £d6! oF 12..01b5 13 
Wxb7? Wade) 44 obs 12 Wxb7 ibd7 
13 Dixbs Hes 14 2icb Zxcb 45 Wxc6 WE 
and White has nothing better than a 
draw by repetition with 36 Wits Was 
417 Wes (analysis by Schoupal). 

Instead, 9 £4317 seems to be a better 
move: 


ba) Trying to trade queens with 
9..W9f621 is dubious as White has 10 
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Duds Gr} 11 Dne7+ ds 12 Axess 
fxe6 13 @\xf3 which actually wins a 
pawn. After 13..ixd3 24 oxd3 &ba+ 15 
Rd2 Acé it might not be easy to convert 
this minimal advantage in the ensuing 
endgame, but it is certainly worth a try 
and nothing anyone should strive: for 
with the black pieces, 

ba) 9.247 prevents 10 stxg6 but al- 
lows instead 10 \xg6 hxgS 11 \xds 
After 12..Wh4+ 12 dda exds 13 cal 
White might not ‘get back his pawn at 
once, but his king reaches a safe place 
and he has the bishop pair, whereas 
Black still needs to worry about his weak 
pawns ond and 7. 

ba) 9..8h4+ tobaa 


10.,836 (20..2147 21 Dxds exds 12 
‘)xg6 hxg6 was dealt with in the previ- 
‘ous note, while 11..ixe5?| 12 ixc7+ 
Gd7 13 Wxb7 Wrga+ 14 Re2 Wxdar 15 
Bd2 beg 16 Dds+! dd6 17 WxaB is 
good for White) 11 bs 0-0-0 12 wAxcé 
bxc6 13 Axc6 Bde 14 S\xa7+ ss 15 
abs has been assessed as unclear at 
‘the ChessPublishing.com forum. In a 
reversal of roles, White fs a pawn up and 
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Black has the initiative and the bishop 
pair in compensation. 

¢) 8..WWxdal? is rather greedy and 
gives White two moves to choose from: 


1) 9.£b5+ c6 10 Axc6 is similar toy 
‘Bf3 Bxd4 (see above). Then 10..bxc6?! 
11 Bxc6+ Oixcé 12 Wxe6+ e7 13 Wo7+ 
27 14 Bras Axc2 15 B13 Des 16 Wes 
1-0 was E.LDiemer-GGunderam, come 
spondence 1972, according to my date 
‘base. ff Black did resign at this point it 
was 2 Tittle premature, as with 
16..2d3+ 17 Haz Wxe3+ 18 tdxe3 Des 
hhe could at least have played on fore 
while. But in any case 10..2xc6 42 
Sxcé+ Dd7! 12 Re3 Wb 13 Axb7 Hes 
(as in the 7 Ws line) was a better de 
fence, when Black looks more or less 
‘okay, even if White can play 14 Wg2 
here. Alternatively, Black can play 
9..2ibd7! at once, when 10 Find? Pind 
11 Bea Wes 12.0-0-0 c6 13 Dxd7 wxdy 
14 day he7 15 fa Wes 16 Le3 Wesis 
‘a draw by repetition, 

€2) 9 @xg6 hxg6 10 Wxb7 is more 
natural, although White has to be care: 
ful not to follow Studier’s somewhat 


Sawed analysis: 10..c5 11 Wxa8 Wf2+ 
52 di 0-0 13 Seda! and now 13.Bds? 
should be met by 24 Adsl with a deci- 
swe advantage (the distant queen on a8 
prevents ..Wfs), rather than Studier’s 
&¢ Be2? e315 Db1, after which 
2S Axda! (15.5? 16 BA Oxd2 27 
ads! was his idea) 16 Qxd2 Qds 17 
£43 Wig? is very good for Black, if not 
jest winning. Going back, 13.2idst is a 
better idea, with the forced continua 
ew 24 Dixd5 W13+ 15 Wed exds 16 By2 
€eg2 17 Bdi c6, Then another consult- 
> game, —_EJ.Diemer/GStudier- 
GGunderam, cortespondence 1973, 
went on 18 b4 £6 19 g5 Bh3 20 a4 
Bey 21 dS exbs 22 axb5 Wxbs 23 WOT 
cS 28 Wa6 Wxa6?l 25 Dxa6 and White 
‘S=stually won, although starting from 
‘hes position there fs still a long way to 
= 

) OF all Black's deviations from the 
‘==m line, &..2b4 is probably the most 
Beal. After 9 Dxgs hxgs 10 Bxbd7 
sere-are three replies to be considered: 


42) 10..18ixd4?! 12 Ad2 (grabbing 
Serook with 11 Wia8? is disastrous for 


Gunderam Defence 


White after 11.8xc3+ 12 bxc3 Wrxc3+ 
13 f2 Sxgde, while 42 Abs c6 12 
Sixcé+ Dxcé 13 Wade? Sd7 14 W7+ 
Ed6! 45 Sd2 WeS+ is also very good for 
Black) 11.xc3 12 &xc3 We4+ (not 
32..We3+ 13 Kez 2xga??, when 14 
WcB+ sie7 15 Lbgy 816 16 Rite kegs 17 
Wxhs is the simplest win) 13 Wea 
xed 14 Ag? f5 15 Axed fred 16 xg? 
and even though a draw was agreed in 
EJDiemer-G.Gunderam, correspon 
dence 2973, White is obviously better 
here. 

2) 10..xc3+ 14 bxc3 Aibd7 12 W3 
ds 13 gS was tested in a few Die~ 
mer/Studier-Gunderam games; eg. 
33..c5 (oF 13..c6 14 h4 Wic7 15 Rb1 Eds 
416 Zb3 and White is not worse) 14 ha 
xd 45 cxd4 Bc8 16 c4 De7 17 Whe 
Was+ 18 2d2 Wa3 19 Th3 Wh2 20 3 
‘Waa 21 Sxf2 DE with an interesting 
endgame. As a probable improvement | 
suggest the new 12 95, after which it 
is not so easy for Black tountangle, 

43) 10.5! 1s the strongest move, 
after which Black's counterplay is suffi- 
cient fora draw: 
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431) 11 Wxa8 is dismissed by 
14..Wh4+ 12 shed Sinc3 13 Re2 ha7! 14 
Waa7 Ac6 15 Wa6 (or 15 Wa3 xd 16 
bxc3 vez and White has to take the 
draw with 17 Wad+ etc) 15..xd4 16 h3 
fel 17 Wa3 Wr2 18 Sf1 Wh2 19 813 

)xf3 20 Bxf3 Mxh3t 24 Bxh3 Wor+ with 
perpetual check. 

432) 11 gS?t closes the d8-ha diago- 
nal but gives Black time to consolidate 
with 12..247 22 subs 0-0, after which it 
is White who has all the problems. 

d33) 12 kb5+.d7 120-0 


is met by 122b8!, when White 
should acquiesce to 13 Wxa7 2xc3 14 
xd7+ sbxd7 15 bxe3 Wha 16 Zxh7+ 
ske8 27 2f2 Wexga+ with another draw 
by perpetual check. Attempts to gain 
more leave him with less; €.g, 13 dixd7+ 
ixd7 14 Wxa7 Wha 15 Exf7+ £e7 16 
@xds Wxg4+ 17 if. Wdas 18 Sgz 
We2+! wins for Black (rather than 
38..Exh2+2? 19 Sxh2 EhB+ 20 Lh6l 
and White won in W.Stamer-Hitttner, 
correspondence 1987); or if 13 Wc6 
2)xc3 14 bxc3 then 14.2xbs! 15 Wxb5 
44xc3 and White is worse, since 16 bi 
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kxda +17 Sg2 walks into 17..2xh2+! 
28 #3? (but 18 Exh2 Wh4+ 19 dg2 
Wagd+ 20 whe Les+ 21 14 Oxiqe 22 
Rxf4 @xg4 gives Black four pawns for 
‘the exchange) 18..\Wf6+ 19 te4 Ze2+20 
‘ed3 Wxfa 21 senda c6 0-1 EJ.Diemer= 
G.Gunderam, correspondence 1972. 


‘The only consequent move. The quiet 
9 237! allows Black to consolidate with 
9..b4 when he is clearly better; e.g. 10 
Dxg6 (20 0-0-07 &xc3 11 bxe3 Sed just 
wins) 10..hxo6 11 fc4 Dbd7 12 0-0 
‘Dds 13 Sxe6l? fre 14 g5 Wc7 15 fe 
was played in HSchumacher- 
FDahthaus, Bad Salzuflen 2002, and 
here 15.7 16 gxf6 gxf6 17 He4 0-0-0 
48 c3 e7 19 2g3 Ads would have left 
White with nothing for the pawn. 
90S, 

Putting the knight on the rim is 
probably best, as it covers the useful f4- 
square while leaving the defile open for 
the queen. Nevertheless, Black has sev- 
eral other possibilities: 

a) 9245 allows 10 4td3, when 
Black has two ways of dealing with the 


22) 10..c7, protecting {7, canbe ret 
p22 Bfi (instead, 11 £xg6 hxg6 12 0-0 
60-23 Wh Wx? 14 Dixt7 Sexhae 35 
Sa2 Bhd is fine for Black; while 11. Sixds 
ts 22 dixg6 hxg6 13 DFA Aicé! 14 Dixcé 
tme€ 25 S.f4 gives White positional com- 
essation but no more than that, as evi- 
‘Sneed by the further 15..18a5+ 16 Sd2 
Mr 27 8f4 Waste Yes of PDE Laat- 
keomen, correspondence 1994; but this 
‘= better than Diemer's 14 2xf7? Sind 
55843 because of 15..2h4! and White 
‘SSened immediately in H.Naused- 
‘Srantz, correspondence 1998) 11. ba 
pot tt tkde? 12 stage fags 23 WH7+ 
se a dear advantage) 12 a3 2xc3+ 13 
sec Bxd3 14 cada! (14 Wid3 allows 
60-0) 14.8 (now 14..0-0 15 g6! hxg6 
eS Pingé Be8 17 Ses 6 18 Whs H\a5 19 
ig6 gives White strong initiative) 25 ¢4 
125.96 hxg6 16 4ixg6 BoB 17 es 1B 18 
2g6 is still enough for a draw) 15..2e7 
sbi Sifs 17 dite Oixds 18 Wes fs 19 
igs Rd7 20 M\xf8 dexf 21 dg. and White 
sas slightly better in ALarmaioti- 
‘Bedessen, correspondence 2004. 


Gunderam Defence 


a2) 10..0\d7 forces White to take on 
96 with the knight, but he can stil de- 
velop a dangerous initiative with 12 
2xg6 hxg6 12 0-0 We7 13 Axds cxds 14 
cal. For example, E..Diemer- 
GGunderam, correspondence 1959, 
continued 14,.0-0-0 (14,.dxc4 15 sxc 
0-00 16 S14 e5 was played in 
GGrintaler-H.Palmi, German League 
2004, and now 17 Bact! #b8 18 dxe5 
Sixes 19 ixt7 or 17..exf4 18 b.a6+ Hes 
19 Excs+ Wb8 20 Wxtq+ Wd6 21 Mads! 
Wala 22 RxdBe c7 23 Bxfa sexds 24 
Axb7 would have been good for White) 
415 cxdS 2b8? (Gunderam’s later 
15..Wba was a better try, though Black 
is still worse after 16 Jte3; whereas 
Diemer’s 16 i2f4?! Wxd4r 17 203 is 
thwarted by 17..WWhal) 16 fa exds? 
(but after 16.Dxds 17 2e4 Black has to 
give up the exchange) 17 Raci+ #\c6 18 
Bre G7 19 Exc6H! Wxcs (or 19.-bxc6 
20 Sa6+ Wh7 21 Wade f5 22 gxfer AAT 
23 Ze8 mate) 20 Wa4+ Wa7 21 Eci+ 
and Black resigned. 

b) 9...0fd7 \s bad according to Gun- 
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‘one knight blocks the way for the 
other, which means that Black will have 
problems with his development. For ex- 
ample: 10 Qxg6 hxg6 11 Sd3 Se7 
(14. ba?! makes less sense, as after 12 
0-0 Black doesn't have time to take on ¢3 
anyway: one possible line is 12..e7 13 
ies 0-0 14 h4-c5 15 63 Ras 16 2f4e5 17 
dxe5 Qxe5 18 Axes Wxes 19 Raet Wc7 
20 h5 and White has a massive initiative; 
e.g, 20..c4 24 hxg6l exd3 22 Wh3 fxg6 23, 
‘Wh8+l! Sxh8 24 Sxf8+ Gh7 25 Sg2 isa 
beautiful end, and 22..Wb6+ 23 ig? 
Wixg6 24 hi f5 25 Of6H! df7 26 Wes is 
‘equally conchisive) 12 0-0.0-0 13 ha @b6 
(23..e5 and 23.5 both run into 14 ca) 
14 Sie3 Wxb2 (or 14..c5 15 Daa Ws 16 
5 cxd4.17 Wh3 gxhs 28 Wxhs fs 19 fa! 
Wxag 20 96 Sif6 22 Wh3 Wes 22 Zxfs! 
Wsg6+ 23 g5 WIT 24 Sf with a strong 
attack, |Foote-SVranesh Fallin, corre- 
spondence 2009) 15 hs! Bxc3 16 hxg6 
fxg6 27 Wea Rxfi+ 18 Bf Df 19 wa 
Wg 20 WY7+ seh 21 22q2 Dh7 22 Wra96 
8 23 Zxf8+ 1-0 GStudier-Bonisch, cor 
respondence 1973. 
ch 9.dths 
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preserves the bishop with tempo, 
but White can exploit its position to 
generate an initiative: 10 Wa Dds 
(10.247 should be met by 11 te2! 
wes 12 Sexhs Figé 13 xg6 bxg6 14 
0-0 Wa7 15 Sea with the initiative, eg 
15..Qa6 16 c3 Qc7 17 cal? Dab 18 a3 
Wxd4+ 19 &e3 Wd7 20 Radi We7 22 
fe Ras? 22 Wxt7+ Wxf7 23 SxdB+ 
ixd8 24 Zxf7 and White won in 
EJ.Diemer/G.Studier/E Stapelfeldt- 
G.Gunderam, correspondence 1965) 12 
Wha! g6 (22..\xc3 is just about play- 
able after 12 Wxhs?! Wxda 13 Wxf7+ 
ds 14 Wes has 15 shd2 ede 16 
shez Wee 17 sbda 261 18 Df7+ c7, 
‘but the simple 12 bxc3 g6 13 Wf2 Wc7 
34 &h3 and 15 0-0 is very good for 
White) 12 Wr2 fs (12..ie7 and 12.87 
doth allow 13 Sed, and Black cannot 
play 13.097 due to 14 6+!) 13 gxfé 
‘Wxte 16 xfs Sixfo 15 Ah3 and Black 
has to let the e6-pawn go since 
25_se7? 16 £95 S97 17 Hes is far too 
dangerous; eg. 17-28 18 0-0 Mab 19 
DxiG+ 2xf6 20 Bxfs xf 21 Cine sexs 
22 Bfa+ g7 (or 22.0895 23 Df7+ the 
26 Efe dexh3 25 @ig5 mate) 23 Hif7+ 
and Black resigned in GStudier- 
A.Boenisch, correspondence 1975, White 
immediately regains his pawn, while 
the comparative activity of the two ar- 
mies could hardly be greater, 

4d) 9...2)g8I? has the same idea as in 
the main tine of not obstructing the 
queen, but in this case White can sacri 
fice the d-pawn with 10 dst (the timid 
20 e321 2id7 11 x96 hxg6 is good for 


Sack, Whose knight can quickly and 
safely re-enter the game via e7 and f5) 
0.8xd¢ (10,..8e7? is obviously bad, as 
ter 12 xg6 hxgé 12 0-0 there Is no 
ay to save the f-pawn) 11 ixg6 hxg6 
2 Af4 and now: 


2) 22.24 seems sensible, as after 
30-00 Bxc3 14 byc3 Wxc3 there is no 
scovered check, but White has the 
Geadly 14 ixg6! Axba+ 25 ¥b2 and 
wes 2g. 15.4 (or 15.816 36 
Eeg7+1, while 15..fxg6 16 Sxdg Sada 
7 Wes isn't really any better) 26 27 €5 
© Zhfa 1-0 RRittenhouse-D Heap, cor- 
‘s=spondence 1986. 

d2) 12..2ta3 hopes for 13 0-0-0? 
(Wec3), but 23 Baa! Sxb2 (or 13.05 14 
a3 Whar 15 2f2 Wg 16 0-0) 14 Abs! 
= more than good enough; eg. 
se b4+ 35 ditt cxbs 16 Rd6! Wxd6 17 
dabs+ We6 18 Axc6+ Dxcé 19 Wha! 
feduces Black's minor pieces count to 
mo. 

1d3) 12...8d6 forces the trade of bish- 
ps, itis true, but then 13 Sixd6 @xd6 
114 0-0-0 gives Black problems on the d- 
‘Se as well as on the dark squares; e.g. 


Gunderam Defence 


14..e7 (or 14.01d7 15 Sxg6!, as 
15.2e5? loses to 16 Axf7+! we7 17 
Wer We7 18 £xg8 Darge 19 het) 15 
@e4 Dd7 16 Wg3 and White is clearly 


is well met by 13 0-0-0! (23 Sfies 44 
Wer He7 15 Sixes We; or 14 dkg3 West 
15 Wxe3 Axe3 16 Dea AFA), as in 
PLLeisebein-W.Falkowski, correspon 
dence 1989, seems to hold for Black) 
13.82 (13.24 doesn't help after 14 
Bea es 15 c3!) 14 Whd2 x2 15 Dea, 
showing up Black's weakened dark 
squares. Then 15...eb6 16 Ad6+ e717 
2xb7 Zh4 18 2d6+ Ses 19 Dhfa Le3+ 
20 bi Axgs 21 93 Hag 22 Dds+ 
Exd6 23 Sxd6 was good for White in 
RCherubim-GStudier, correspondence 
2975; and 21 Sxg6! looks even better 
(21..fxg6? 22 Sf8+ tid7 23 @ics is mate}, 

5) 12..05 13 4tg3 Acs tries to im- 
prove on the previous line, but White 
has 14 Qbs!. Then 14..cxbs 15 Wxb7, 
14..f8xb2 15 2c7+ as 16 Wxf7!, and 
14..1WA7 15 0-0-0! (with the simple idea 
of 15..cxb5 16 ted) are all good for 
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White; while 14.44? 15 <3 as 16 
Bxes Gas 17 bs, as in ELDiemer- 
G.Gunderam, correspondence 1976, was 
even worse for Black. The game ended 
quickly 17.ixba 18 cxb4 exbae 19 
ic3 We7 20 did2 0-0-0 21 Dxa7+ kbs 
22 xc6+ bxc6 23 Habi+ say 24 Wxcé 
10. 

46) 12..2d7 is a natural move: the 
problem is that it does nothing to pre- 
vent White from playing 13 0-0-0 'W4 
14 Shit, pressurlzing the pawn. 
O.Grantz-ARichard, correspondence 
1999, continued 14,.0-0-0 15 £g3 £5 16 
oxf6 gxfs 17 kxg6 and White had re- 
gained his pawn with the far superior 
position. 

7) 12..20h3 13 Wxh3 Weis was tried 
in RCherubim-GStudier, correspon- 
dence 1975. Being two pawns up al- 
ready, sacrificing the exchange to climi- 
nate the bishop pair is not such 2 bad 
plan. Unfortunately, the black pieces 
still lack coordination, as seen by 14 
Dea Oa7 15 Bhi We7 16 0-0-0 Hes? 
(15...2e7 followed by ..2fs was a better 
idea) 17 Re2 Se7 18 We3 and White 
‘was well on top. 

da) Finally, 12..2e7 must have been 
the main idea behind 9.28. From 
here, the knight is ready to block either 
the ffile or the dLfile; unfortunately, 
White has ways and means to counter 
this: 13 0-0-0 Wbé (after 13.245? 14 
Ske4 W615 Hhfa Black is in serious 
trouble; e.g. 15..1a6 16 Stxds cxds 17 
bs Mxbs 18 Wet7+ ds 19 Aixds! 
wins) 14 Ehfi Sifs (14...0d7 is no better, 
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because of 45 7! Wxc7 16 Wat7+ dds 
17 Wxeb Wes 18 O15! Wxes 19 Sixes 
Bds 20 Oxds ods 21 Exds 1-0 
EJDiemer-GGunderam, _correspon- 
dence 1976, since White wins the piece 
‘back with interest) 15 AxfS gxfs 16 g6! 
Be7 (or 16.226 17 gxt7+ sexl7 18 Rd7+ 
$8 19 Wg3 Rds 20 fda Rxd7 23 Rxd7 
2x5 22 Be7 Was 23 Les 1-0 P.Motta- 
AMongilutz, correspondence 1990) 17 
fea (17 Zgt is also strong) 17..0.0 18 
SExe6!_2.6 19 2x(6 and Black resigned in 
GStudier-K Soller, correspondence 1976, 
in view of 19..9xf6 20 Whs fxg6 24 
Wxg6+ Shs 22 Eda and mates. 

) Su8xd4l? is critical, simply giving 
up the knight for three pawns, 


Then 10 “ixg6 hxg6 11 gxfé Wh4+! 
(the correct move order; whereas 
11.gxf6?1 12 Xe3 Wes 13 0-0-0 Wxeds 
24 Wxe3 Sh6 25 Wxh6 Axh6 16 Med 
We7 17 Ddé bé 18 Cee! eB 19 to? 
left Black in a terrible mess in MPeilen+ 
KAndre, correspondence 1986) 12 Wf2 
gxfé 13 te3 Ads 14 Wrhd Sxh4 a5 h3 
Sig3+ 26 f2 Oxi2r 17 sexta Od7 18 
di fs 19 gz Bd8 20 Bas Mif6 22 


Gada Exd3.22 Sxd3 was played in 
[SeayerP.laflamme, correspondence 
8588, and even though White won the 
endgame, Black should be able to hold 
wth proper technique. 
Returning at last to 9...2h5: 


White now has to play precisely in 
‘eerte get something for his pawn. 
wie 

This time 10 2437! Wxd4 is too 
eck 

a) 22 xg6?! fxg6l 22 Ft Baz 13 
Wht (23 hes Wh4+ 14 Bf2 Hes 15 Weg 
fees 16 xeg Giga 17 Aer Dxe3 18 
fees D4 was equally hopeless in 
SSemchen-RWolfram, correspondence 
(588) 23..<8d8 14 Dea (or 14 Wxe6 Abs 
5 Bea Wn4r 16 Sf2 Wrgs) 14.2b4+ 
tS Bez Wes 16 B14 Ovctas 17 xt ado 
(Bees shxe5 19 hg e7 and Black was 
jettwo pawns up in GSullivan-DFlude, 
ssrespondence 1997, 

Bb) 42 xg Wes 42 shes can be 
ret by 12_.bb4 130-0 (or 13 d2 Gxc3 
% Buc} fst, while 14 Sxc3 allows 
b#¥xg5) 13.151 14 Wrxh5+ 96 15 WIS 
e326 bxe3 (26 Wxe3 Wxc3 17 bxc3 


Gunderam Defence 


fxe4 comes to the same thing) 16...1¥xeq 
17 Bixes freq 18 Bf 2id7 19 Bess t7 
20 Sxeg Zhe8 and although White has 
now regained both pawns, his inferior 
structure leaves him clearly worse in the 


endgame. 
20.87 

Black generally plays ..2d7 here, 
Whereas inthe near-identical 


Teichmann position (with the h-pawn 
‘on h3) he mostly opts for .Jub4, though 
there is obvious reason why. As in the 
Teichmann, 10...4tb4 should probably be 
met by 13 Sad —for which compare line 
‘21 in Chapter 11, noting that at least 
.¥193+ won't be a problem. 
11 Pings 

11. 0-0-07] Aixes 12 dxe5 Wc7 13 ig? 
{is good for Black, as long as he doesn’t 
fall for 13_Wxes?? 14 Wxc6+! bxc6 15 
Bxcb+ Se7 16 Za7+ she8 17 Bass ste? 
18 Lc5+ Hd6 19 Rxd6 f5 20 Rd7+ wes 
21 Exa7+ Sd8 22 &b6+ ScB 23 Exas 
mate, EJ.Diemer-W.ludwig, corespon- 
dence 1973. 
Aahxgé 22 £d3 £d6 13 Deg Ac7 14 
0-0-0 He7 15 df 
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White does have certain compensa- 
tion here, since Black needs to look after 
his f-pawn and his knight still s out of 
play. The game TSawyer-FBoricevic, 
correspondence 1997, continued: 
15.38 

15.051? has been analysed at the 
ChessPublishing.com forum. The gen- 
eral consensus was that after 16 ca 
4\f4 17 xfs exfa 18 Tet 0.0.0 19.3 
‘{Db6 20 Hc5 White has an ongoing ini- 
tiative, 
16 sbba 0-0-0 27 “ig3 Oixg3 18 hxgs 
Ab6 19 fa e5 20 dxes Dxes 21 Weg 
e722 Eh7 Bfe8 23 Dxg7?! 

| don't like this move. The g-pawn is 
rot going anywhere and taking itaflows 
Black to transform the position to his 
advantage. 23 e2 looks better, which 
would have kept the black bishop in 
check. 
23.818 24 dixe5 Zxes 25 Wear obs 26 
hy Fe7 27 8h3 

Not 27 2xg6? fxg6l 28 SxfB Hers 
and mates. 
27-985 


Still not 28 2xg6? which now runs 
into 28.Red7! 29 c3 Zdi+ 30 Exdt 
Exdi+ 31 2 Wd and wins. However, 
28 a4] would have prevented Black's 
next move and at least allowed White to 


fight. 
28...f5! 29 he Zed7 30 ga? 

The final mistake, though White's 
position was already much worse, 
30...b4 34 c3 Axc3 32 a3 Wes 33 bxe3 
Bxd3 34 gxfs Rd2 0-2 


6.061? is an interesting and under 
estimated alternative to the 6..e6 main 
lines, itis true that White may trans- 
pose into the Ziegler Defence with 7 
cd 26 80-0, but as | will showin Chap 
ter 12, the lines with #e5 in the Ziegler 
don't lead to an advantage for White at 
all. That just leaves 7 g4 (what else?), 
after which 7.296 will most. likely 
transpose to the Teichmann Defence 
(see Chapter 11). However, Black can 
also consider 7.26), when it is not 
easy for White to proceed: the few prac- 
tical examples in my database show 


lack achieving a very nice game. There 
(Sa possible improvement for White — 
smother idea by Rajmund Emanuel (see 
below) — but only time will tell if this is 
geed enough for White to play for a 
tangible edge. 

Ts 


Probably the only serious way to 
‘ght for the initiative. 7 ca gives Black 
fhe chance- to misstep by playing 

=-2:d5? 8 0-0! (even stronger than Gun- 
deram’s 8 Wf3) 8.26 (or 8.06 9 xfs! 
exf5 10 Dixd5 cxd5 11 b5+) 9 Dixds 
eads 10 bs+ S611 Zinc WE 12 
Qxa7+ dg 13 €3 Bxa7 14 a4 when he 
'& dearly worse; but as | mentioned 
stove, the Ziegler positions after 7..e6! 
‘we not favourable for White (see line At 
inChapter 12) 

rae 

The defining move of this variation. 
instead: 

a) 7..g6 allows White to transpose 
fe the Teichmann Defence with 8 ha! 
ee Chapter 11, line At, note ‘e’ to 
Stack’s 8th move). 

b) 7.04 B wes Ges makes less 


Gunderam Defence 


sense here, since Black lacks the typical 
counter-attacking ideas of ..Wh4y and 
--ftba+ we saw the Stader Variation; e.g. 
9 WF3 Bxdg?! 10 Wxt7+ Sd8 12 Ws g5 
12 97+! dees 13 Aixgs Zixgs 14 Wxgs is 
just good for White; while 9..2d6 10 
d2 followed by castling offers White at 
least sufficient compensation (but not 
10 Sicd? f6 11 Le6 fxe5 12 0-0 exda 13 
444, as in E4.Diemer-G.Gunderam, cor- 
Tespondence 1973, as after 13..2a6 14 
Res 2c7 White would have had noth- 
{ng for the piece). 
Bes 

White has an interesting alternative 
in 8 cal? (the potential improvement 
mentioned above), when Emanuel 
analyses two continuations: 


a) 8_xcg 9 Fixed e6 (Black might 
also try to prevent g4-g5 with 9..h6, but 
this is only temporary: Emanuel sup- 
plies the line 10 0-0 e6 11 ea @bd7 12 
Ws Db6 13 Des a6 14 Dea Dbds 15 
SU? Re7 16 c4 2)b6 17 95 hxg5 18 Ags, 
Rf8 19 aet with a clearly better posi- 
tion for White) 10 g5 ds (counter- 
attacking the white knight by 10..b5 
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Teads to messy positions; eg. 11 gxf6 
bxc4 12 203 Wef6 13 Kgs 2b4 140-0-0 
Bxc3 15 bxc3.g6 26 ds! Wxc3 17 da 
Wa3+ 18 skb2 We3+ 19 d'b1 0-0 20. dxes 
63 21 a3 a6 22 Kher Wh6+ 23 tat 
¢5 24 Wea and White is clearly better, or 
16.,0-0 17 dxe6 Wxe6 18 Wxe6 fxe6 19 
1d6 eS 20 4th6 Re8 21 hal a5 22 hs a7 
23 hixg6 Md7 24 gxh7+ Mxh7 25 BF6 cS 
26 Sigi+ seh8 27 sed2 a4 28 de3 e4 29 
g5 with a decisive endgame advan- 
tage) 21 0-0 2e7 (as we, have seen be- 
fore, 11..db421 makes little sense since 
Black won't get to take on c3 anyway; 
€g.12 Mea 0-0 133 Be7 14 Whs Ad7 
a5 ff3 We7 16 Eh3 hé 17 Zg3 bs 18 
Xh6 g6 19 Bxg6+! dh 20 Fy7 bxc4 2 
‘Ags dé 22 3f1 and White has a deci- 
sive attack) 12 Gegl? (22 Bh5 also 
cames into consideration) and now: 


al) 12..0-0 13 Dest Qd7 14 Dxd7 
Wxd7 15 c4 Db6 16 b3 Bade 17 bz 
gives White decent compensation in the 
form of a space advantage and firm 
centre; €.g, 17..c5 18 Zfé+l (a typical 
way to open up Black’s king position) 
18..9xf6 19 gxf6 Axf6 (or 19..,2h8 20 
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fre7 Wxe7 21 Whs cxd4 22 a3! as 
22 Wra3? 23 Wes 16 24 ExI6 Bxi6 25 
‘Wxfé+ &q8 25 Sht leads to mate) 20 
Exf6 cxd4 21 Whs hs (or 21..We7 22 
Rafa 0d7 23 sha! A\xf6 24 Was+ whs 
25 a3! and wins) 22 Wes Wd6 23 
‘Wd6 2xd6 24 c5 and after winning the 
piece White “only” has to regain a few 
of his pawns. 

a2) 12..\b6 13 @xbél is also surpris- 
ingly effective, as shown by Emanuel's 
analysis: 13..axb6 14 2e3 0-0 15 Wigs 
Was 16 Rts Dxa2 17 Haft Bxb2 18 
Df6+1 Axf6 19 oxfé g6 20 Wha Whs 
(20.n5 21 Rg3 and 20..\d7 21 Wh6 
Dxf6 22 Exf6 eS 23 R6fa exda 24 gs 
£5 25 Bet are equally hopeless) 21 Wxhs 
gxh5 22 Tg3+ and wins, as after 
22.8 23 Ah6 Sd8 24 h2! Black has 
na defence to the doubling of rooks on 
the g-file followed by g7+ and f8st, 
Alternatively, 13..,xb6 14.24.25 15 23 
O47 (15.00 16 Was Wrb2 17 DfeHl 
Axfé 18 gxfé 96 19 895 Ad7 20 Labs! 
‘Wa3 21 Rb3 should win for White) 16 b3 
0-0 17 Wg4 Des 18 Wh3 2ig6 (28.2047 
419.05 Sic5 20 Sixes Dxc§ 21 dxes is just 
terrible for Black) 19 Zf2 Zaek 20 Difo#! 
(again) 20..9xf6 21 gxfé dh8 22 fxe7 
xe 23 Wha Dds 24 25 f6 25 Bxf6 es 
26 c4 and White is better (Emanuel). 

b) 8..2.dSI? 9 We2 Hd7! is probably 
safer, Emanuel gives the sample con- 
tinuation 10 Xxd5 cds 12 sg Sxe5 12 
x05 hS 23 95 WE 140-00-0-0.5 Ws 
£6 16 Wxb6 axbé 17 fa Aga 18 Zact 
6 19 Dad dd7 20 Be3 Me7 21 Bcd es 
22 Gixb6+ Sd6 23 Le3 Bdew 24 dxes+ 


e525 Bc5+ heb 26 S.xe7 Bxe7 27 Kes 
68.28 Ret £f3 29 04 tds 30.28 with 
Sramic equality, a line that is hard to 
improve (for either side). 


#2471? is also possible. Since trad- 
(seo 47 would only help Black, White 
seeds to retreat the knight, though he 
‘=26to think carefully about where to 
fet 9 ifs was played in HSchulz- 
EStadier, correspondence 2003, but af- 
tes 2g410 222 06 11 h3-RhS 12 Ss 
Ges 33 Was g6 14 Wa2 Aba 15 a3 
Gac3 26 bxc3 ds Black had avery solid 
pestton and managed to win on move 
ge Setter is 9 Dds g6 10 Ag? Aa7 12 
§£30012 0-0 as in PLeisebein.“peber’, 
inne game 2005. 
piles Dd7 10 Dixd7 Bxd7 

s0_Axd7 11 ¢4 ib6 12 B23 Sf5 13 
(3 6 14 0-0-0 gave White reasonable 
ay for the pawn in MRosenstielke- 
[iech, correspondence 2007, with his 
eng centre and lead in development. 
sabes! Wd 

Black has to act carefully. 11.. 
would allow 12 c4 06 (after 12.27 


Gunderam Defence 


13 03 2.94 14 Wd2 Deb 15 ds 96 16 
a5 3 17 dxe6! &xha 18 0-0-0! White 
hhas good play for the exchange; eg. 
18_fxe6 19 dg Hq 20 We3 or 18.65 
19 Des g7 20 Wd7+ WB 21 Ler Sig2 
22 igi) 13 Wb3 intending a2-a4-a5; eg. 
13.8f5 (or 13..96 14 aql? ig7 15 e3 
S.g4 16 920-017 a5 2h3 18 es “id7 
19 Qxb7 Zb8 20 a6) 14 Ag? c6 15 0-0 
db 26 a4? 0-0 47 a5 Dd7 18 xb7 
Wb8 19 he eB 20 a6 and White is cer- 
tainly not worse (analysis by Schoupal). 
12.371 

White probably has to be content 
with 12 aga here, even though Black 
should manage to equalize 


a) 12.96 has been played by Lev Zil- 
bermints in at least two internet games. 
‘One of these continued 23 c3 (13 ¢4 @c7 
14 0-0 897 and 13 0-0 897 14 ¢4 “ib6 
15 Dixb7 Wades 16 Wxd4 Axdg+ 17 
Shi MeB or 16 wht 0-047 xc6 xed 
are hardly inspiring for White) 13..0-0-0 
(after 13..b6 White should probably 
play 14 Sea W715 4 or 14..WC7 15 
0-0, although 14 Zixe6l? Wreé+ 15 af 
85+ 16 shg3 with a wild position is also 
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interesting) 14 0-02! (the immediate 14 
‘Wag wb8 15 Wb3 may be better, when 
15..dic8 can be answered by 16 2xd51 
‘oxdS 17 0-0) 44,,n6 25 Wad seb 16 Wb3 
2e8 17 13 (17 Sxds is now too slow 
after 17..hxg5!) 17..hxg5 18 eq Wic7 
19 @ixg5 ag7 20 We2 Os 22 Bxfs gxfs 
22 @ixf7 f4 23 Dxh8 Sxh8 24 Wer es 25 
dxes Axes 26 did2 Wg7 27 ieha Lec7 28 
Rf Wigs 29 Rf3 $if6 30 Rfa “hs 32 ber 
2g3+ when a draw was agreed, but 
Black certainly could have played on 
here. 

b) 12..2f4l is a very good spoiting 
move. After 13 eg bd5 14 Wf3 eS! 15 
doxta oxfa 16 Sixds Wxd5 27 Bixds ods 
18 0-0 White doesn't have much to 
show at al. 

32.5 13 Dxb7 We7 14 Des 6 35 
Dab 

Other knight moves allow 25..stea! 
16 S2ga xh? and wins. 
15..8b6 


White might have regained his pawn 
for the moment but his knight is out of 
play on a6, whereas Black has « solid 
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position and easy development. 
PZenner-FFritsche, correspondence 
2004, went on: 
26 Sch S.d6 17 24 h6! 28 gxh6 gxh6 19 
We2 Was 20 Whe 26 

Calmly pointing out the weaknesses 
inthe white kingside. 
21 Wh4 Dg@ 22 Rez Le7 23 Mf Mg6 24 
Wa £6 25 Ws Sea 26 Wie Og2 27 
3 

Black is already winning, The prob 
Jem with 27 91 is that 27..Qeq 28 We3 
Wha+ 29 Sidi Df2+ 30 wher Reds 34 
‘#ib3 Zixgi nets at least a rook, 
27iixfa 28 Axcé+ Dd7 29 Waa Kes 
30 Ab7 Wh4s 31 cher Wxh2s 32 We 
Wehs+ 33 sed2 bg3 34 Wes 05 35 Gz 
fa 36 Wei Zb6! 0-1 

A final finesse. White resigned’ in 
View of 37 xcs Hig6+ 38 toda Bxb2 39 
4ixa7+ &f8! with the deadly threat 
40.802 mate 


Summary 

Gunderam’s 5..f5 is a critical defence 
to the Blackmar-Diemer, even to the 
extent thal White players have begun to 
explore the rare 6 d3 over Diemer's 
still common 6 Sie5. The problem is 
that, while the main lines after 6 Des e6 
are not too problematic for White (as 
Jong as he is happy to transpose to the 
Teichmann Defence at the right time), 
those after 6.<6I? 7 g4 e6! are quite 
solid for Black, and itis difficult to find a 
dlear way to an advantage for White 
here. 


1dgd5 2 €4 dxeg 3 ic3 M6 4 £3 exf3 5 
Ox ge 


From my personal experience, the 
Teichmann Defence is often chosen by 
stronger (titled) players, and fs statisti- 
tally the most popular of Black's sth 
move options. The strategic implica 
tions of 5.-g¢ are clear: By pinning 
{and eventually trading) the £3-knight, 
Black competes for the central dark 


: ‘Chapter Eleven : : 
- Teichmann Defence — 


squares d4 and e5. As time is always an 
important factor in the Blackmar- 
Diemer, White should react immedi- 
ately with 
6h3 

before Black can consolidate, Black 
may then trade his bishop or retreat it, 
‘though the latter is inconsistent and not 
tobe recommended. 


A6.2N5 234 
B: 6. dkxf3 255, 


Retreating the bishop to other 
squares make less sense: 

a) 6.247 transposes ta 5.847 cov- 
ered in Chapter 7, with the (usually 
beneficial) extra tempo h2-h3. 

») 6.85 also gives White an extra 
h2-h3, this time in the Gunderam De- 
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fence from the previous chapter, al- 
‘though if he proceeds with 7 g4 &g6 8 
25 the game just transposes to line A 
below. 

€) G.ndte6 secures control over ds, 
but the bishop is rather misplaced there. 
For example, 7 £43. 968 0-0 £q79 Wer 
‘bd7 (after 9,.0-0 White simply contin- 
ues his attack as in the Bogoljubow De- 
fence; eg. 10 Wha a6 12 Ah6 cs 12 
Maer cxd4 13 Hes De7 14 Zifgs Deas. 
15 4ixg7 skxg7 16 Oxt6 Oxf 17 Fxf6! 
and White won in TSawyer-T.Quann, 
Horsham 1984) 10 gs 4f8 12 e3 
Wa7 12 di 0-0-0 13 ds! was virtually 
winning for White already in TSawyer- 
P.Laflamme, correspondence 1989. 


Black decides not to trade his bishop 
just yet ~ but if he doesn’t do it now, he 
won't get a second chance, not if White 
plays the strong 7 g4l. Then after 7...Ag6 
8 eS White is able to apply strong 
pressure, especially as Black has to play 
very accurately to parry the threats to 
his kingside. 
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734 Sg6 

7.Aixgatl 8 hxgd Sixg4 Is rarely 
played but should not be treated too 
lightly. White's best way to react iso 
Abs+ (taking c6 away from the black 
knight) 9..c6 10 Ae2 (better than 10 
bch eG 11 Wa tixf3 12 Wyts Wxd4 
which gave Black a fourth pawn in 
TPurser-P.Mann, correspondence 1990; 
the game continued 13 ft Wf6 14 Wea 
‘Wg6 15 Wes a7 16 We7 Ab4 17 Ads 
Whs 18 Wxb7 Sxc3+ 19 bxe3 Wes+ 20 
di Whs+ 21 ez Wds+ 22 dd2 0.0 
and Black managed to hold on) 10..€6 
41 e3, eg. 11..b4 12 es Sxe2 13 
Bxe2 Da7 14 Dxd7? Wxd7 15 0-00 
fxc3 26 bxca Ws 17 Wa3 Bixa2 18 
Exh7 Dxh7 19 Wxh7 0-0-0 20 Wxg7 fs 
21 Sef Bd7 22 Bes and White won in 
NKampars1H.Charlesworth, —corre- 
spondence 1960. 
Bes 


Black has tried several other moves 
aswell: 

a) 8...1e421 9 WE3E has only a faint 
resemblance to the Vienna Defence 
from Chapter 6, Here, with the knight 
already on 5, White can develop his 
initiative much more quickly: 


at) 9..Wiixda? just loses a piece to 10 
Axg6. 

82) 9..2.d6 is more to the point; but 
compared to the main Tine of the Die- 
mer Gambit in the Vienna, White is 
simply too fast on the kingside; eg. 10 
Re 66 11 0-0-0 €6 12 hal fo 13 Dixgs 
hhxgé 14 43 f5 45 hs gxh5 16 gxfs exts 
17 Sexfs Dxfs 18 Wxts d7 19 Ws G7 
20 Wig2 4id7 21 ds c5 22 S95 “iF6 23 
‘Bher+ wd7 24 d6! Gbe 25 wa with a 
decisive attack in Kalkeid-AGjerde, 
correspondence 1964. 

a3) 9..2xc3 10 bxe3 6 11 £4 (not 
414 8.4371 Was! and Black is out of the 
woods) 2..e6 12 0-0 gives White strong 
pressure along the ffile; eg. 12..18f6 
(after 12..We7 13 Kbi! or 12..c7 13 
fa e714 Baba! Black is similarly tied 
tup) 43 He3! (23 ga We7 14 a4?! Dd7 


Teichmann Defence 


15 a3 Wigs 26 Sica We7 17 Aixg6 hxgs 
18 813 Wie 19 We4 Wha 20 Rxf7! Wg3+ 
24 Sef. Bxh3+ 22 We? 0-0-0 23 Axe 
Wg3? 24 Oxd7+ won for White in 
WStamer-BKopp, correspondence 
1986, but 18.000! would have been 
questioned his approach, as 19 Wx(7 is 
met by 19..5xh3) 23..We7 (13..Wha? 
loses to 14 “ixf7! xf7 15 Bxt7 and the 
took cannot be taken because of 16 
Wxes mate) 14 Rbi! and Black has 
trouble finding a sensible move at all. 

) Trading the bishop with &...iceq?! 
is also premature (as well as inconsis- 
tent), Smith & Hall give 9 Zixea @xes 10 
f3 2d6 11 2e3 “with excellent play 
for White”. Another method is the direct 
assault on £7 with 11 Sc4 e6 (31..16 
doesn't win a piece because, after 12 
£e6 fkes 13 dxes, the knight has to stay 
(on d6 in order to watch f7) 12 0.0 He7 
13 &b3; eg. 13.06 14.c4 6 15 Bd3 Dd7 
16 f4 g5 17 £93 297 18 Eae2 0-0-07 
49 cS and White soon won in P.Motta- 
T.Oswald, Las Vegas 1990. 

) With his lightsquared bishop 
tucked away on the kingside, Black 
should also refrain from 8...2)c62! due to 
9 bs (9'#f3!? has been analysed rather 
heavily by Tim McGrew in his articles 
Bennett's Temptation and Bennett's 
Temptation Redux from his colunm at 
ChessCafe.com - there are many pitfalls 
that Black has to avoid, but | will Himit 
‘myself to the most critical line. which is 
9..2xdd 20 Wxb7 Wick! 11 BbS1 c6 12 
xc6= Pixe6 13 Wrc6+ Wxc6 14 Oxc6 
Sxc2 15 Zh2 Res 16 Axes Axes 17 
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Re2, and although White’s activity may 
still give him sufficient compensation in 
this rather simplified position, it is hard 
to believe that he can create any serious 
winning chances) 9.46 10 2f4 and 
now: 


4) 10.47 should be met by 12 0-01 
(21 Sige?! Hxg6 22 d5 Mba 13 Sxd74 
SSxd7 14 Bh2 W6 15 Eg2 gs 16 xgs 
Ng8 17 Luf4 2g7 18 Bg3 G4 worked 
out well for Black in “Peakbagger”- 
“Beatnik”, online game 2002, who had 
returned the pawn for positional gain) 
11..Didxes (after 11.2cxes 12 bres 
‘We6 White can simply regain the pawn 
with 13 2xc7 with a huge advantage) 
12 dixes We6 13 Af4 0-0-0 14 ds WIE 15 
Lixc6 bxcé 16 3 (or 16 We2 cxd5 17 
Lxcr!) 16..1895 17 Was and it is diffi- 
cult for Black to survive at all 

€2) 10..2d5 11 Dxc6 Weta (after 
14..Sixf White must avoid 12 2a5+? c6 
13 9\xb7 We6+ when he is in serious 
trouble, but 12 Wf3! is a strong move; 
Rybka suggests 12..a6 13 Sag Axc2 14 
Sixc2 bxc6 15 0-0-0 Heb, but then 16 
Tf f6 17 d5! or 16..095 17 Wes Whe 
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18 bi! is difficult for Black: a9 h4and 
19 ds are threatened, and it is not easy 
to see how he might finish his develop- 
ment, as 18..e6 runs into 19 #a4) 12 
2uxds Wear 13 We2 gave White a very 
strong attack in E.Diemer-W.Maier, 
correspondence 2955, which conchided 
13..8xhi+ (after 13..bxc6 14 Bixcée 
shd8 15 Owe7! Wre2+ 16 vexe2 Zhe 17 
2xg6 hxg6 18 b3 Black is a pawn down 
in a hopeless position) 14 dz Wxai 15, 
2xc7+ Sod7 16 @xa8 (16 Sxe7+! dedB 37 
‘Debel is even faster) 16..bxc6 17 Axcbe 
texc6 18 We4s skb7 19 Wc7+ siea6 20 
Wess was 21 Fic7 Wxb2 22 Wa6+ dbs 
23.2d5 mate, 

d) 8.045 is a standard idea, but 
here it allows White to accelerate his 
attack by 9 FS without having to sacr 
fice the d-pawn. Then 9.-2xc3 10 bxe3 
6 was examined in note ‘a3" above. 
while 9.26 (probably best) transposes 
to 8..26 9 Wf3 Dds in Hine A2 below (see 
note ‘a’ to White's 9th move). im 
CDiebertTStewart, USA 1989, Black 
chose to defend the knight with 9..c6% 
but after 10 243! he was already in se 
rious trouble: 10..Wd6 (or 10..d7 22 
Fxg6 hxg6 12 A and Black resigned 
right here in PReuter-H.Reis, German 
League 1996) 11 Axg6 fxg6 (22..hx9é 
12 Wyt7+ is clearly even worse) 12 1817+ 
dB and now, rather than 13 Dxds 
ends 14 4 O47 15 0-0 Owes 16 Bxes 
Wes 17 Waxfs+ Sxfs 18 Exfe+ dd7 a9 
Bxas Wxc2 20 fa Wxb2 21 Zxa7 which 
White won eventually, 13 Zied! woulé 
have been completely crushing; e« 


s3.b4+ 14-3 Ws 15 Acs! Aic7 16.04 
bs 17 0-0 and Black has virtually no 
moves at all 

€) 8..c6 attempts a more flexible set- 
lip. Black closes the hi-a8 diagonal in 
advance of any white threat, while keep 
ing his options open for his next move. 


4) Now | cannot really recommend 
9 dkg2 for White since, apart from 9..e65 
(which transposes to the main line AZ 
below), Black can also play 9..2bd7, 
challenging the knight on es. After 10 
2xg6 Ihxg6 White might try to crack the 
hha-a8 diagonal open with 12 ds cxds 22 
Qxds, as in LFoote-SFerro, correspon 
dence 2003, but then 12..6 13 Zixfé+ 
Wxf6 14 xb7 Bis 15 WHS Hes+ saw 
White in trouble, 

€2) Similarly, 9 Wf allows Black to 
choose between 9..e6 (which is 9 WF3 c& 
in the motes to line Az) and 9_2bd7 
(transposing to line Ai), as well as 
g.Wxdal, after which White is strug- 
gling to prove compensation for two 
pawns; e.g. 10 2\xg6 hxg6 11 Re3 Ws 
3200-06 13 g2 fe? 14 Bhf1 0-0 15, 
‘Hd4 Was 26 h4 @d5 and Black was 


Teichmann Defence 


clearly better in GMeszaros-RVeress, 
Hungarian Team Ch, 1997. 

€3) 9.g5 Dds 10 Wi3 Sixc3 13 bxc3 
€d7 12 Bixg6 hxg6 also turns out well 
for Black; e.g. 13 ba We7 14 sca f5!? 15 
Re6 (no better are 15 gxf6 gxf6 16 a3 
0-0-0:27 Saxgé e5, as in P.Grott-P.Krause, 
correspondence 2006; or 15 Stf4 eS! 16 
dxes D\b6 17 2b3 0-0-0 18 0-0 Ads, as 
in MPreussner-LSwahnberg, _corre- 
spondence 2007) 15...Wd6 16 We2 “\b6 
17 ha Wg3+ 28 soft Sixha 19 Rxha Wiha 
20 Wig2 Bd8 21 a4 Hd6 22 ag8 es 23 a5 
@\d5 24 Bxb7 \xc3 and Black was win- 
ning in SiLange-P.Grott, correspondence 
2007, since 25 Hb8+ sd7 26 Rxf8 fails 
to 26..1xd4, 

However, White can try to exploit 
this move order by playing: 

e4) 9 hal, threatening to attack the 
g6-bishop before Black is ready to en- 
sure its safety with ..tb4,andthen: 


41) 9..2\e42! desperately seeks to 
secure e4 for the bishop, but it is too 
late: after 10 h5 @xc3 212 hxg6! Ws 
(11.2da 12 gxf7 mate is worth 1e- 
membering) 12 Wf3 Wxf3 13 Zixfs Das 
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14 Bxh7 Eg8 15 gxf7+ xf? 16 kd2z 
White has restored material equality 
with a clear advantage, due to the 
bishop pair, superior pawn structure, 
and the rather exposed position of the 
black king. 

€42) 9,.€bd7 challenges the e5- 
knight, but White can support it with 10 
Weal, also increasing his control over 
the e4-square. KBondick-K Piastowski, 
Bad Zwischenahn 2008, continued 
10..h6 {pinning the knight with 
10..Wa5 doesn't help, as 12 hs dea 12 
4:ca\ Wb 13 a3 frees it again and wins 
material) 11 2.xg6 fxg6 12 Wd3 W7 (iF 
Black protects the g6-pawn with 
12..s87, then 43 2h3 followed by se3, 
0-0-0 and g4-95 in appropriate order 
piles on the pressure) 13 Bxg6+ dds 14 
Th3-e5 25 Re3 exda 26 Qxde Hg 17 
Se2 Wxgd 18 Bxfer Oxfs 19 0-0-0+ 
Ste 20 WT S.c5? 21 b3 and Black re- 
signed. 

43) 9.-06 is the best move under the 
circumstances, when White can either 
transpose to the main line A2 by playing 
20 4ig2, or plump for the more arnbi- 
tious 10 h5!2. Then 10.824 (10.22?! 
11. Wxc2 Wxda sacrifices the bishop for 
more pawns, but after Prié’s 12 icq! the 
white pieces are becoming very active 
very quickly) 11 ixe4 2ixeq can be 
compared to the Stader Variation (line 
‘Aa in Chapter 10) with the extra moves 
ha-h4-h5 and ..c7-¢6. This inclusion fa- 
vours Black to the extent that he can 
answer 12 WA3 with 12.06! (in the 
Stader this would lose to Wxb7) 13 23 
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(not 13 95?! @xda) 23...845, although 
44 @h3i? (Pri) is still quite unclear. On 
the other hand, White can try the specu- 
lative sacrifice 12 Wd3}? (in the Stader 
this would lose to Wh4+) 12..0\f6 33 
g5 Was (or similarly 13..23fd7 14 Oxfae 
dexf7 15 22d2, followed by 0-0-0, with 
ideas of g5-96 and h3) 14 Rgi Sd7 
35 Oxxf7I? (15 Dea is a safer option) 
15.7 16 2g2 Wd6 17 Sd2 a6 28 
‘fis shel 19 0-0-0 with interesting play 
for the piece; e.g. 19...2e7 20 Mde1 Mas 
21 Beg Ades 22 dxcs Wxd3 23 dixd3 
Dxc5 24 Bea Sd4 %-Ya MPreussner- 
D.Kurten, correspondence 2008, 


Rather than just develop sotidly with 
8..£6 (as in line A2) Black challenges the 
es-knight straight away and keeps the 
‘option of advancing his e-pawn two 
squares 
ows 

The usual move, but not the only 
one: 

a) 9 @xg6 hxgé 20 g5 is more forcing 
in that Black has to decide on a destina- 


tion for his knight right now, but mostly 
the further 13 #3 c6 will just transpose 
to the main line; e.g, 20.2g87! 11 Wf3 
6 oF 30..0h5 42 WS c6 (here 11.57! 
12 sca We7 13 Wxb7 exda+ 14 wea is 
‘not a good idea for Black). The only in- 
dependent variations come after 
10.,.0h7! and then, 


at) 12 WS est? (11.06 is the main 
line again) 12 dxes (or 22 ca xgs! 13 
Jaxg5 Mixgs 14 Wxf7+ $48) 12_Fixg5 
13 Wxb7 bs (or 13..e6) 14 Was Dee 
415 dhe3 cOl? 16 Wxc6 hg 17 Af2 Pda! 
with a very unclear position in “Janus” 
“€yechess”, online game 2002. 

a2) 11 g2 £6 12 d5!? (otherwise 12 
‘Wf3 returns once more to the main line 
see the note with 12 Sg2l? below) 
32,.edS 13 Wxd5 e6 14 Wxb7 RbE 15 
‘Wxa7 Sc5 creates a interesting position 
with mutual chances; eg. 16 Wa4 (26 
Wa6 is also met by 16..2xg5) 16..2xg5 
37 Wiga?! (27 ha Dh7 18 De4 was 
probably best; whereas 17 $c67! 0-0! 18 
And? Dfa+ 19 tf1 Des regains the 
piece with a clear advantage since 20 
bs Exbs 21 Wxbs? Wes leads to 


Teichmann Defence 


mate) 17..2)h7 18 Bf Dhf6 19 @g3 was, 
played in G.Marcotulli-V.Pijusnin, corre- 
spondence 2000, when 19..2hs! 20 
94 267 intending 2ha+ would have 
‘been good for Black. 

b) 9 S242! worked out well for White 
after 9_\xe5?! 10 dxes Wixdi+7! (Black 
had to play ..@e4 here or on the next 
move, though he is still worse) 12 Exdt 
247? 12.2\bs 0-0-0 13 eb fixes 14 Sixa7+ 
8 15 DS eS 16 Sexes and Black re- 
signed in EJ.DiemerRitter, Harbat- 
shofen 1953. However, the simple 9..e6 
is just good for Black since the white 
bishop is misplaced on fa in these posi- 
tions, not least because any future 
Pas attacks it, 

1) 9 We2I? is more interesting. White 
removes his queen from the d-file and 
supports his knight, while keeping the c- 
pawn protected. This allows for possible 
attacks on the light-squared bishop by 
‘pushing the h-pawm forward, 


1) 9.4 xe?! seems natural, but af- 
ter 10 dxes ids (10.,4347 allows 12 €6! 
and White will have ample time to build 
‘up powerful attack while Black tries to 


239 


The Blackmar-Diemer Gambit 


extricate his kingside) 11 ds Wids 12 
fig2 Was+ 13 dd WD6 14 0-0-0 White 
already had a dominating position in 
Nschoonmaker-SChakis, correspon- 
dence 1992. The game continued 
14..00-0? (but 14.6 25 h4l is also bet- 
ter for White; eg, 35..nS? 26 as! 
WxaS 17 Axb7 Zd8 18 ic6+ we7 19 
‘We3! and wins) 15 Re3 Exdar 16 Eixda 
Was 17 e6! Wxa2 (17...fxe6 can be met 
by 18 Stxa7 &f7 19 Wa3 and Black can- 
not protect d7 and d8 simultaneously, 
while 18..Wxa2"19 Jixb7+! &xb7 20 
‘Wb5+! xa7 21 Bd7 leads to mate) 18 
Rd&e! sexd8 19 Wid2+ and Black re- 
signed as mate is again imminent. 

2) Playing passively also shows the 
potential of White's idea; eg. 9..c6 10 
hal which was covered via 8..c6 9 ha! 
\bd7 10 We2 above (see note‘e42’). 

€3) 9.6 10 £g2 (10 hal? bg 12 
Sig2 fixes 12 dxes Wd4? 13 exfé! led to 
a thumping victory in OSteffens- 
Ruonas, Gliicksburg 1988: 13..zxc3+ 14 
txe3 Wie3+ 15 def2 Wxfé+ 16 q3 Wea, 
17 Wost c6 18 Lxcé+ bxc6 19 Bxcé+ 
dB 20 Bda+ and mates, but 12..2.d5! 
would have cast doubt on this ap- 
proach) 10..c6 (after 10..2ixe5 11 dxes 
\d5 12 Whs+ or 11.047 12 ha hs 13 
&xb7 White safely regains the pawn) 11 
ha dbl? 12 hS dixc2 was played in 
LETirich-E.Sevillano, Minneapolis 2005. 
The game continued 13 Ags? Was 24 
xfs Pixf6 15 ice Wha 16 a3 93+ 27 
dz? Wb3 28 Zh3 far 19 Wer 0-0-0 
and Black went on to win, but of course 
White should have accepted the sacri- 
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fice with 13 Wxc2, and he is objectively 
better after either 13_0xes 14 dxe5 
‘DxeS 15 gS oF 13..2ixeS 14 des Axes 
15 95. Nevertheless Black does have fair 
practical chances here, so perhaps the 
preliminary 12 Wh3l, preventing 
293+, would have been more accu- 
rate. 

<4) 9..c51? may be relatively best, al- 
though after 10 #ixg6 hxg6 12 shes 
White should have enough compensa 
tion for the pawn due to his lead in de- 
velopment and two bishops. 


The only reasonable reply. instead: 

a) 9.%e5? is just what White 
wants. After 10 dxes @d7 11 e6! Black 
‘cannot move the knight because of 12 
-AbS+ (or if 11.O\es, then 42 Wxb7 with 
the threat of 13 &b5+), but after 
412..fixe6 412 WXb7 his position is a com 
plete mess. 

b} 9..e67! is equally dubious, since 
apart from 10 96 hxg6 11.95 with a 
slight advantage (cf 7...u96 8 Wf3 Dbd7 
in the previous chapter), here White can 
also regain his pawn under favourable 


circumstances with 10 xb7 and then 
we have: 

bi) 10..Ad67i 12 Dc6 WB 12 Kab 
‘Wxb7 13 2xb7 wins the exchange. 

‘b2) 20..2xes 11 dxeS B47 12 tbs 
Re7 (or 42..Wh4r 13 she? EdB 14 Se3! 
intending Rada) 13 &xd7+ fe? (but 
after 13..2xd7 14 3 Black is in trou- 
ble anyway) 14 0-0.2cs+15 gz Rb8 16 
Wee Abe 17 Wxe6 1-0 CGiuliani- 
Nash, correspondence 2007. 

'b3) 10..b8 11 Wxa7 Deal? (11..aB 
22 Wb7 Eb8 13 We6! Tb6 14 Wad Mb4 
15 Was Axes 16 dxes Dd7 17 Sbs is 
also good for White) 212 2x71 xd7 13, 
Wage C6 14 Axes Gxe4 15 Bh2 and 
White is better; eg, 15td6 16 2f2! 
2g3 17 Wa7+ Wc7 {the only move) 18 
Wic7+ sexc7 19 Bf4+ saves the rook. 
(Note that 15 h2 wasn't possible in the 
Gunderam position since the h-pawn 
was still onh2,) 

10 Gxg6 hxgé 21 g5 


22..0h7 

Probably best, though Black has 
three other moves to choose from: 

a) 21...21g871 not only looks passive, 


Teichmann Defence 


with natural moves White will be able 
to build up a strong attack: 12 ca e6 
43 ft (better than 23 0-0, as it allows 
White to castle queenside) 13..f5 
(23..We7 14 24 0-0-027 15 Wxc6+] bxc6 
16 a6 mate is well worth remember 
ing; Black can try 24...Ab6 15 .£b3 0-0-0, 
but after 16 0-0-0 White has enduring 
pressure against f7 and therefore e6 - 
while Black cannot get his pieces out) 14 
Sif4 De7 15 0.0.0 Ads 16 Pixds cxds 
was played in another intemet game 
between two unknown players, when 
17 Res (instead of 17 2b3) would have 
successfully concluded the attack, eg. 
37.-dxc4 18 Bxe6+ f7 19 Ws. and 
White wins. 

b) 21..Dd571 12 Mixds cxds 13 Wxds 
'Wc7 retums the pawn for counterplay 
at g3 and c2, but after 14 gai (14 e3 
26 15 Wg2 Sb4+! and 14 Ws es! 15 
£g2 0-0-0 would justify Black's idea) 
14.Wig3+ 15 ske2 White is only stightly 
‘inconvenienced, whereas he has the 
‘bishop pair and threats against b7 and 
7. U.Gohla-HSend, correspondence 
2003, continued 15...8c7 (15..0b8 16 
fa. e6 17 FB is also good for White; 
and 15..e67! 16 Wxb7 Eb8 17 Wf3 was 
even better in J Martenot-J.Baron, corre- 
spondence 1992) 16 ¢3 Sb8 47 Hift e6 18 
'8f3 fs 19 gxf6 gxf6 20 d3 with an 
ledge for White, and 16 Wxb7! Wxc2+ 17 
dz Was 18 te3! might give him even 
more. 

@)1L.OhS 12 Bea e6 13 Rs Whe? is 
‘most often played, but | think White has 
good chances here too: 
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1) 14 £3 looks the most natural 
continuation; for example, 14..21b6 15 
kbs Wic7 16 0-0-0 bg 17 Fes fe 18 
3 be7 19 Wgal a5 (19.2d5 is better, 
although after 20 S.d2 Black still carmot 
castle because of 21 Sxf7!) 20 Sxe6! 
2s (accepting the piece with 20..fxe6 
Jeads to a dangerous attack; eg. 21 
‘Wes Saft 22 xf shds 23 Wg Dg3 
24 Df7) 21 dxds oxd5 22 ics and White 
was significantly better in “Peze"- 
“Capablanca”, online game 2001. 

2) On the other hand, 14 42 26 
45 2b3 ds 16 Qe2 Wa7 17 0-0-0 646 
18 c4 RC7 19 Ab4 Da 20.24 a5 22 Secs 
‘Mic8 22 hb1 MdB 23.413 Qc 24 d5 eS 
25 dxc6 WS+ 26 Wxfs gxfs 27 Sxda+ 
‘exd8 28 exb7 #\e7 29 Nd eB 30.406 
with a decisive advantage for White in 
ERasmussen-O.Brian, Tacoma 1991, is 
given by Lane, This is another example 
of a long, unannotated White win in 
which the opponent had numerous 
ways. of improving; for example, 
18..2c8 19 d5 exd5 20 oxds 0-01 21 dxcé 
‘Wxc6+ 22 Wxc6 bxc6 was fine for Black 
in JFelber-B.Riepe, correspondence 
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2000. Similarly, Smith & Hall offer 
162.8 17 0-0-0 Adé 18 &b1 S\f5 29 
4.57! (the immediate 19 dsl is better 
here) 19.0147 20 ds exd5 21 Mder from 
CDiebert-EGodin, Ohio 1989, when 
they think White has “a terrific posi 
tion”, but after 21.5! White has te 
equalize first before he can strive for 
more 
a2 bea 

Logical, but possibly not best. in 
stead, 12 0.g2I?is interesting: 


a) 12.05 13 d5! Zags 14 Wig3 Ber 
15 ha D7 16 hs @hiB 17 63 Hes 28 
0-0-0 gave White a strong initiative for 
the two pawns in P.Leisebein-F Sorroche_ 
correspondence 2004, 

) 12...8b6 is also met by 13 d5! Zee 
(13.05 14 Zixd5, followed by Af 
cannot be in Black's interest) 14 fs 
es 15 We4 f6 16 h4 and although 
Black is still a pawn up, he has to think 
about how to untangle. 

¢) 12..e6 (preventing d4-d5) 13 0.0 
(43 F121 2oxgs! is worse for White than 
the main jine) 13..Me7 (not now 
33.2ixg5? 14 xg5 Wags 15 Wxt74 


S28 26 Wxes) 14 Mes leaves Black tied 
‘ the defence of f7, unless he tries 
645 15 exié gxf6, but then 16 fa) es 
© res fke5 (or 17..Axe5 18 We3) 18 
423 0-0-0 19 Bas offers White good 
sampensation for the pawn. 
B63 Bf 

23 0-02 is obviously no good here 
vince 23,.20x95 14 dixgs Wags is check; 
ele 13 ha? allows Black to get his king 
safety: 13..WD6 14 Zft 0-0-0 15 Wxf7 
ude 16 fg Wigi+ and Black won in 
TMcGrew-Comp Crafty, Internet Chess 
‘Chub 1996. 


23..le7?1 is not as good, as after 14 
bss the black knight on h7 is shut out of, 
te game, € Stadler-HVillar, correspon- 
ence 2000, continued 14..2\b6 15 2b3 
ae 16 Ses We7 27 0-0-0 Rd? (17.246 
#2208 0-019 hs gives White a decisive 
stack) and now 18 h5 intending 
s8_gxhS 19 g6! would have been very 
song. 

2a ngs Bixgs 25 Hixt7+ ids 16 xe6 
as 


From a critical position for this varia- 


Teichmann Defence 


tion, the game J Holwell-AV.ivanov, cor 
respondence 1989, ended rather 
abruptly 17 ®xg7?! vic7! 18 2\e2 Maek 
19 if2? 2if6 (threatening ..2h7) 20 .f7 
Bxh30-2. 

Instead, Lane suggests that 17 Wa! 
“is an improvement, leaving White with 
a queenside pawn majority and the 
doubled g-pawns are a likely target.” 
However, after 17..e8 | stil prefer 
Black, who has pressure along the e-file 
since White cannot castle. This was con- 
firmed by MSimons-ASimutowe, Mill- 
field 2000, which also concluded swiftly: 
18 Dez?! Wxta 19 Zixfa? (losing at once, 
but after 19 Sxfa &ib4+ 20 ¢3 xc3+ 21 
bxc3 Exe6 Black regains the pawn) 
19.95 20 ida Tf8 21 t7 Bxta 22 
Bxfa Se7 0-1. White may have to resort 
to 18 di, though he is certainly not 


‘Apart from the fact that White has 
played h2_h3, this position is identical to 
‘one in the previous chapter. Indeed, as 
we saw there, 7...2g6 (line A2) in the 
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Gunderam can transpose directly if 
White follows up with h2-h4, the two 
extra tempi here (h2-h3-h4 and ...ag4- 
h5-g6) balancing each other out. 

Now we have: 


ang WPS 244 
aa7i9.8g2 249. 
The direct 9 4?! is inaccurate due to 
9...kb4 10 dig? Leal, as we have al- 


teady seen in the previous chapter (ie. 
7.8196 8 h42! in the notes to line A2). 


Aza: 9 WH 


Black the best chance to play for more 
‘than half a point. Instead: 

a) 9.2)bd7?1 was considered via 
8..Dbd7 9 WF3 e6 in line At. 

b) 9.04?! has little value with the 
g4-pawn defended: 10 xg6 hxg6 22 
Wob7 Snc3s (11.14 12 Rd2 Svcd 
13 xcs Wear 14 Wixed “ines 15 g2 is 
also good for White; while 11..0d5?! 
can be met by 12 #xa8 since 12..1Wha+ 
does nothing here) 12 bxc3 Sbd7 13 
Ag? and White was clearly better t= 
|.Hjorth-GJansik, Oslo 2003. 

) 9.-2d5 blocks the long diagonal, 
but White can make use of threats on 
the f-file to speed up his development: 


Although 9 292 is probably the best 
move, 9 Wf3 has been played signifi- 
cantly often, Of course we have already 
examined a very similar position with 
7udhig6 8 WF3 in the Gunderam Defence, 
but this time White's extra ha-h3 can 
make a significant difference. | don't 
think, however, that it is enough for an 
advantage. 

95 
This simple reply probably offers 
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20 DS (10 £431? fs an option here 
too; eg. 10..Wf6 11 Zixds Wyfs a2 
Dxc7+ Sd8 13 Dxebs fxe6 14 Dts 
Jéxd3 15 exd3 and White was a paver 
up and eventually won in J.Clauser 
RSphar, correspondence 1993; or # 
10..Wha+ 11 di Ze6 12 ds 0-0-0 33 
‘Zxc6 bxc6, then 14 Qixf7! xf? 15 Wacky 
is possible since the g-pawn is pro 
tected) 10..c6 11 0-0 26 (after 22..105 
12 Gixds exds 13 Weds Wd6 14 Weds 


Bxd6 15 Bxg6 hxg6 16 40-017 295 
Qa7 18 Eaer Qb6 19 2b3, as in 
ACosta-RDe Oliveira, correspondence 
1995, or 12..8hf3 13 Dic7+ dB 14 Sf 
bxc7 15 xf? Sexf7 16 Txt7+ 147 17 
Bch, Black’s position is close to hope- 
less) and now: 


1) 12 @xg6 hxg6 13 g5 cxbs! 
(13..Bxdg4?! 14 stig? WA7 15 axfé exbs 
16 kgs! Ehs 17 Dea was excellent for 
White in P.teisebein-P.Woelwer, corre- 
spondence 1999; note that 14.cxbs 
would be met by 15 @xb7 since the 
pawn on h3 prevents ..Wg4+) 14 $8xb7 
®bd7 15 gxf6 regains the pawn, but 
after 15..Wc8 (15...1b8 16 Gxa7 Oxt6 is 
also promising) 26 fxg? 2xg7 17 Wxcs 
xc8 18 ixbs Sxc2 Black's rooks are 
suddenly very active PLeisebein- 
LTeubert, correspondence 2006, contin- 
ued 19 Dd6+ fa! (19..%e7 20 Bxt7+ 
Weds 21 Bxg7 Mxh3 22 fay e623 
xg6 would be good for White) 20 
‘Exf7+ gd 21 Re3 when White was 
probably quite happy to agree a draw, 
as Black is certainly better after 
24..2eh3. 


Teichmenn Defence 


2) 12 Ke3!? may be stronger: eg. 
32-cxb5. 13 Waxb7 Sibd7 14 Gixbs Hes 
15 Deb Bxcé 16 Wxes @ds (after 
16.6 17 Wc8~ Ws 18 Wds+! dexds 
19 9ixa7 White's queenside mass is a 
strong asset; this idea wasn't possible in 
the Gunderam since the @4-pawn was 
en prise) 17 fq @xf4 18 Ext Wb6 19 
WeBs te 20 4 WS 22 Pc7 WhB 22 
dse! exds 23 Beir hea 24 Wxbs 
@Qxb8 25 cxds gave White the better 
‘endgame in RKuni-C.Wrede, correspon 
dence 2003. 

d) 9...8ixd4!? is again rather greedy: 


di) 10 &b5+ is as ineffective as be 
fore: 10..2\bd7 (or 10..c6 11 Hixe6 @xc6 
12 Sxcé+ Qd7i 13 2e3 Wa6 etc) 11 
2nd? Axd7 12 Re3 Wes 13 0-0-0 c6 
(not 1384677 14 dxd7+ sexd7 15 fa 
Wie 16 Bxd6s! tek 47 Dds 4.0 
J.Clauser-E Rossel, correspondence 
1983, while after 13..0-0-0 14 a6! 
bxa6 15 Wa8+ Obs 16 xa7 Od6 17 
Wxbs+ ed7 18 W7 very precise de- 
fence is required) 14 Mxd7 ‘taxd7 15 
Radar ihe7 16 8/4 Wes and a draw was 
agreed in P.leisebein-A.Neumeyer, cor- 
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tespondence 1998, Quite appropriate, 
as | don't think that either side should 
avoid the repetition after 17 e3 Wes 
18 fg, 

2) 10 Q\xg6t hxg6 12 Wxb7 offers 
better chances, and if 12..c5 then 
White's extra h2-h3 helps him consid- 
erably as 12 2h2 prevents the incursion 
at f2. However, Black can also try 
112d61, aiming at the g3-square 
Which the h-pawn’s advance has made 
vulnerable, Then White has to be very 
careful; for example, 12 Wxa8? 93+ 13 
bez Wat 14 Sd3 0-0 15 Ke3? (but 15 
Wig2 d8+ 16 dca WE is also very un: 
comfortable for White) 15.Hd8+ 16 
ds 3 0-2 D.Beaumont-AGomez del 
Valle, Spain (sinmul) 1987; while after 12 
Sd3 2g3+ 13 Se2? Bar 14da Sba7l 
15 WxaS+ de7 16 Ws (the white queen 
cannot leave the h1-a8 diagonal since 
16 Bixh8 13+ 47 d2 Bhs wins for 
Black) 16..2les 17 Wxc7+ Ded7 a draw 
by repetition is the most probable out- 
come (18 We6 ZeB! 19 b7 Ebs 20 Wcé 
etc). The correct defence is 12 203 
Agat 13 vida! and if 13.Zxh3 then 14 
@e2\ (14 Wra8 2xg4 15 Wxb8+ de7 or 
415 Bf1 Sif2¢ leads to another draw) 
14..Hxhi+ 15 Wxh1 Wds (what else?) 16 
2ng3 Waha+ 17 Oxhi Zixg4 18 be 
and White's bishops are much stranger 
‘than Black’s knight and three pawns. 
2085 

This position was dealt with in con- 
siderable detail in the previous chapter 
(line A2), so here | will mostly just high- 
light the areas in which the addition of 
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h2-h3 makes a difference to the play, 
Lane also notes 10 &e3 bq 42 
2xg6 hag6 22 Sct Dbd7 13 0-0 We7 14. 
Af40-0-07 15 Wxc6+! 1-0 Volker-Vakil, 
‘St ann 1992, but this isn't really any bet- 
ter than in the similar Gunderam posi- 
tions. After either 13..2ib6 or 14..00b6 
White has very little to show for the 


all, As the lines below show, it is quite 
usefully placed there, not least because 
h2-h3 has weakened the g3-square. 
Nevertheless Black has again played 
‘numerous other moves: 

a) 10..2345?! is dubious as it “pro- 
tects” the white d-pawn: 11 8d3 We7?l 
{after 11.247 12 2xg6 hxg6 13 0-0 
We7 14 Dxds oxds 25 cal dxca 16 Bxct 
Keg 17 dbs Wd6 18 Rf2 fs 19 Wxb7 
Wo3+ 20 Wa2 Wxh3 22 Fs Wxg2s 22 
‘&xg2 White had good compensation in 
P.letsebein-P.kraft, correspondence 
2002) 12 skxg6! fxg6?! (but if 12..hxg6, 
then 13 0.0 and either £7 or 6 falls, 
since 13..did6 is no resource here) 3 


Wigs Wes 14 00 Rds 15 Zicg 7 16 
Dea Wd7 17 Des Wes 18 Wh4 with the 
annoying threat of 19 2ixg6 in RFelber- 
‘ABerchthold, corespondence 1997, 

b) 10..Mifd7 11 @ixg6 hxg6 12 eda 
27 13.0.0 0-0 24 ha transposes to the 
Gunderam (see line A2 in the previous 
chapter, note ‘b’ to Black’s 9th move}; 
While 13 8.23 a5 14 0-0-0 Oia6 25 Rhfa 
We7 16 Dea kc7 17 a3 saw Black com- 
pletely tied down in JAlberdi Guibert- 
Munoz Perez, San Sebastian 1994. 

) 10..dth5 can be met by 22 9/2! 
since Black doesn't have ..\g4 here; e.g. 
12..00f87 12 Seal Sixes 13 Lxhs Dg6 
44 Bft Wd7 15 “4 as 26 c3 Aic7 17 
Ad2 “ibs 18 0-0-0 4d6 19 2x5 We7 20 
kg 0-0-0 21 Rde1 gave White good 
play in JRichter Mendaw-i\Nolte, corre- 
spondence 1968, which was rapidly con- 
verted after 21.0b8 22 h4 h5? 23 
Axe6! fixes 24 Bxe6 ete. 

d) 10,.22ig8 intends to redevelop the 
Imight to d5 or #5 via 7, after which 
White has generally continued as in the 
Gunderam with 11 843 Bid4 12 ings 


Teichmann Defence 


‘and now 13 3.fa, However, the inclu- 
sion of h2-h3 renders this problematic, 
as after 13..e51 14 493 dics (cf note ‘es’ 
the Black's 9th move in the previous 
chapter), the expected 15 &\bs? doesn't 
work because the bishop on g3 is unde- 
fended; eg. 15..cxb5 16 Wxb7 7! 17 
Axbs+ $f8 18 di We3+ 19 Sf1 S98 
20 Wxa8 Wxg3 and Black wins. Alterna- 
tively, 25 fa allows 15..lWe3+ and Black 
is better; eg. 16 Wxe3 Axe3 17 Ded 
2d71 18 Qd6+ wke7 19 Hxl7 Bxh3 20 
Rxe5 Dof6i. 

In this case White probably has to re- 
sort to 13 afl? Whar 14 fz shes 15 
Wri7+ dd8 16 De4 Axfar 17 Dixf2 
when the two bishops give hin reason- 
able compensation for the exchange: 
eg. 1727 (17.4 is. met by 18 
42d2! Wxb2 19 8+ sec7 20 Ba1 or 
18.We7 19 Bixg6 Dd7 20 Sc €5 21 
0-0-0 &c7 22 Gast b6 23 Sea with a 
strong attack) 18 £d2 2d7 19 0-0-0 58 
20 Wxe6 Bxf2 21 La5+! HB 22 dS 
fs (or 22..Wfa+ 23 skb1 Dds 24 Exds! 
cad 25 Wxd71 seb8 26 a3! intending 
bd-d6) 23 xe7 B17 24 Wxf7 Bxf7 25 
Bei b6 26 iixcé and White won in 
FRetamoza-N Pripoae, correspondence 
2006, 

¢) 10..ixddl? 14 Zingé hxg6 12 gxf 
Whart 13 Wi2 Wei2e 14 dexl2 gxf6 is 
potentially as troublesome as before if 
Black is content with a draw. As yet no 
one has played this way. Instead, 
12.954? 13 ez 347 14 fxg7 4xg7 
15 fa WI6 16 0-0-0 e5 17 be3 Waf3 18 
-duxf3 left Slack with only two pawns for 
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the piece in P.lapeyte-P.Guenin, Ambes 
2007, 
Returning atlast to 20...0hs: 


11.Be3 

111 d32! fs again too much, as after 
21..ed4 12 Zixg6 (here 12 Sixg6?! is 
met by 12..Wxe5+ 13 tea Wg3+! and 
the queens are taken off the board) 
12.hxg6! (better than 42..fxg6 13 Re3 
‘Wha+ 14 td2 2d7, when White has 15 
Wadi) 13 Hf (or 13 Res Whar 24 HF 
Wags) 13_Whas| 14 ed (or 14 Bf2 Bes 
15 die} Axe3 16 Wxe3 g3) 14..f5 15 
gxfé S)xf6 16 Sx96+ sed8 Black remains 
a safe pawn up; eg. 17 Zies Sxeq 18 
Wed Wes 19 2xes Dd7 20 Rg? Ad6 
21 Se3 Sc? 22 @e2 ZafB and Black 
eventually won a long endgame in 
‘SKireev-VShishkin, correspondence 
2007. 
41..aba 

Black's constant reply here, with the 
threat of 12..18d5. instead, for 11.247 
see line A2 in the previous chapter (the 
extra h2-h3 makes no real difference). 
12 kc 

White should prevent ..1Wds as oth- 
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‘enwise he can quickly get into trouble: 

a) 12 2d3 Wds 13 Wxds (13 0-0 
‘Waf3 14 Bef3 dxd3 15 Dxd3 Axc3 16 
bxc3 2d7 is also good for Black) 
13.cxd5 14 Sbs+ He7 15 hd? Ld6 16 
0-0-0 Sixes 17 dxe5 a6 18 ta b5 19 
2b3 Bc8 and White soon gave up in 
P.Grott-W.Farmer, correspondence 
2001. 

b) 12.0-0-0 xe3 13 bxea ids is even 
worse; eg, 14 Wxd5 cxas 15 c4 ¥g3 16 
‘Sh2 Shs 17 Bea Axfa 18 Sxfa Dc6 Od 
Llacrimosa-RRufu, correspondence 
2004. 

€) 12 Ag? deters 12.5 but allows 
12.047 13 Oxg6 hxg6 14 0-0 FI; e.g. 
15 Baei e7 16 Ad2 e5 17 a3 Rd6 28 
ba 0-019 Zf2 e4 20 2xea fed 21 Wb3+ 
Sh8 22 Exeq Wa8 and Black won com- 
fortably in “ETC_Chess’-"BrianBack- 
und”, online game 2003, 

12. XC3+ 13 bxc3 TDd7 14 Digs hage 
150-00-0 


Black has consolidated his pawn and 
has no real weaknesses. White's two 
bishops may provide reasonable com- 
pensation (as long as he can hang/on to 


them), but he has very few winning 
chances. For example: 
16 Kaba We7 17 d3 b6 18 a3 c5 19 
bs Eads 20 Wa Wg3+ 

Exploiting the inclusion of h2-h3 in 
order to trade queens. 
2a Wxgs 2ixgs 22 fer Deg 
Black was quite happy here in “Damon” 
“Arrudavsky’, online game 2002, al- 
though White did manage to draw with 
his bishops. 


With this straightforward develop- 
ment White fights for control of the 
Jong diagonal {in particular the e4- 
square) and prepares to castle, bringing 
his rook into play against f7. 
9a 10 8 

This is the critical continuation, not 
least because (as noted above) this posi- 
tion can also arise via the Gunderam 
Defence. Other moves are inferior: 

4a) 10 Ags?! misplaces the bishop; if 
White wants to get any play on the f 
file, he needs to be able to chase the 
knight away with 94-95. After 0..bd7 


Teichmann Defence 


41 Bez Sb4 12 00 (12 h4 Sxc3+ 13 
‘bxc3 allows to unpin his knight with 
13..WaSl, threatening 14,.0\xe5 as well 
as 14..Wxc3; SHenke-P.Monn, corre- 
spondence 2004, continued 14 0-0 Wc 
15 Hadi, but after 15..xc2 16 Hd2 
as 17 Oc4 0-0 18 Ef3 Wha 19 Zb2 
‘We7 20 2xb7 fbs 21 Sxf6 gxf6 22 Wb? 
2b5 White was lost) 12..2xe5! (Lane 
only gives 12..6 13 Bada Rd6 14 
‘eha Wxb2 15 Oaxd7 Poxd7 16 a5! Wxc3 
17 dxe6 We5?? 18 exd7+ wis 19 Wxes 
Bxe5 20 d8Hie 4-0 EBachl-Weser, 
Ludwigshafen 1959) 13 dxes Wbé+ 14 
‘bhi (trading another piece with 14 ste3 
Bes 15 Bxcs Wxes+ 16 kh2 Dds was 
even worse in ADawkins-LRivas, corre: 
spondence 2004) 14.0347 15 ie4 hs 16 
3 Bf8 17 G03 We7 18 Dd6+ axd6 19 
exd6 Wxds Black had a solid position 
with two extra pawns in “Deadeasy’- 
“Zynaps", online game 2001. 

b} 10 0-0 is consistent but less forc- 
ing, as Black can play 10.46 11 Zixg6 
(or if 22 We2, then 12.xes! 12 dxes 
Was+ 13 wha ds “When it is not clear 
how White can continue with success” ~ 
Lane; 12°WH3 AxeS! 12 dxes Wda+ 13 
e3 Wxes is also. good for Black) 
3..hxg6 12 g5 Dhs 13 Dea (after 13 
Wa 0.0 14 Dea We7 15 ixdé Wid6 16 
<3 247 17 Re Rack White struggled to 
make any impression in HProell: 
‘Valverde Lopez, correspondence 
2006) 13...24g31? (23..0-0 1s still solid) 14 
@xg3 fixg3 15 ch Wc7 was seen in 
‘MPreussner-£.Borinik, comespondence 
2008, and now 16 ds! gave White 
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‘enough play to draw after 16..exd5 17 
Wert Wes 18 Wres+ Sxe5 19 cxds (6 
20 dif cxds 21 xds Dd7 22 shxes 
es 23 gxf6 Yara. 

€) 10 =f? aims to castle long, while 
avoiding instances of .Wd4+ as we saw 
aflet 10 0-0. This was actually Andrew 
Martin’s suggestion on his OVD about 
the Blackmar-Diemer, which he sup- 
ports with the following fantastic line: 
10..Qbd7 11 Dxgé hxg6 12 fs We7 13 
2y5 0-0-0 14 0-0-0 We8 15 bs! Ab6 
(or 25..skb8 16 dkfa+) 16 Qxa7+ Sb8 17 
fae xa? 18 He3 $a6 19 Ad2 and 
White won in P.Cody-DHoog, carre- 
spondence 1993. Less cooperative, how- 
ever, is 10 Ge7 12 WI 0-022 Re3 Dds 
13 f2 Saxc2 and Black was just win- 
ning in BJansen-M.Ourczak, La fere 
2003. 


10.264 

Pinning the knight to give the other 
bishop the e4-square is the only reason- 
able plan here. Alternatives are far less 
viable: 

a) Making luft for the bishop by mov- 
ing the h-pawn is not recommended: 
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20..nS%! 12 xg fxg6 12 Was hxg4 
(12.187 23 gee SIT 14 Bixt7+ x7 
35 95 Qds 16 Dies was also clearly bet- 
ter for White in KBondick-G:stolberg 
Wemnigerode, Undeloh 2004) 13 Wxg6+ 
e714 e3 We8 15 Wd3 Dbd7 16 0-0-0 
‘Hhs 17 Ags g6 18 We3 Bes 29d! and 
White won in LHillyard-1Serdula, Ot- 
tawa 2005. 

b] Similarly, 10..n67 11 Oxg6 fxgs 
32 Was Was (or 12..0f7 13 Rf) 13 gs 
(13 Bixg6+ ihe7 24 Bhs? Wxda 15 Les 
Wxga 16 dic5+ a8 17 Dda Sdbd7?? 18 
Sxd7+! Sxd7 19 Wi7+ cB 20 Dbs won 
in ElDiemer-NN, Belgium 1958, but 
simply 17..05¢8 is fine for Black) 
33..hgS 24 dixgs @f7 15 fa Dbd7 16 
Gea Le7 17 2xg6+ g8 18 0-0-0 and 
White won quickly in D.Goins-iLivelo, 
correspondence 1998. 

) 10..dixc2?1 offers the piece for 
three or four pawns, but should be in- 
sufficient after 11 Wd2! (better than 
taking the bishop at once with 11 Wxcz 
‘Wicd, when Black gets four pawns with 
a solid position; eg. 12 We2 4.d6 13 23f3 
‘Wixg4 140-0 Dbd7 15 Kes Ac5 16 xcs 
xcs 17 Badt 0-0, as in AOng-Rkyllo, 
correspondence 2006; or 12 Dd3 Gxget 
13 2\e2 M6 14 242 203 15 Sxe3 Wed 
46 Bh3 Wb6 17 0-0-0 Ad? 18 Af Ber, 
as in DAttig-RPerez Marco, correspon 
dence 1994; whereas now Black has to 
be careful not to allow White to take the 
bishop under favourable circumstances) 
12...0b4 (11...0bd7? cavers the d-pawn 
and allows 12 xc2: while after 14..hs 
12 g5 ifs 13 gxf6 gxfé 14 ica Black's 


three pawns were too devalued to count 
as serious compensation in R.Cherubim- 
GStudier, correspondence 1976) 12 95 
eq 13 Wre2 Sixc3 14 bxc3 ads 15 
cabal Wes+ (15..Wixar 16 ifs leaves 
the black queen without a retreat) 15 
f2 and although Black has three 
pawns for the piece, the white bishops 
are far too active in this open position; 
6g. 16..¥8d4+ (16..W8xar 17 dbz Wxaz 
438 Mat traps the black queen} 17 @e3 
Wibs 18 Babi We7 19 cs We7 20 
hds “d7 21 Ad6 We8 22 W2 1.0 
RCherubim-GStudier, correspondence 
1973. 
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Other moves are inferior: 

a) 41 52! is premature, as it allows 
Black to play 12...e4! with advantage. 
Then 12 0-0 Rxc2 (12...6xg2 13 shxg2 
6 also looks good) 33 Wd2 h6 14 ds 
was suggested by Diemer, but after 
duheS+ 25 sha Zixhs! (Diemer only 
Gave 15,.2ixd5 16 Jixds Wha+ 17 a2) 
16 Sf3 Wh4+ 17 2h3 exds 18 gxhs 0.0 
Black once again has four pawns for the 
piece. Unfortunately, 12 axes Dxedg is 


Teichmann Defence 


hardly any better - one way for White to 
misstep is 23 W13? (bul 13 Wd3 Aixc3 14 
bxc3 id6 was good for Black in 
SGarnierSCole, correspondence 2001) 
13..Wxd4 14 Wxf7+ bd8 15 Wxes? 
BxC3+ 26 bxc3 BYR» 17 dada 4\xc3 mate 
(we saw this motif in the Stader Varia- 
tion). 

b) 11.29521 is also dubious. The idea 
behind this move can be seen after 
11.O)bd7 12 ixd7 Wred7 13 exf6 gxfe 
24 hs when White wins a piece, al- 
though 14..éixc2 15 Wxc2 Wada stil 
dives Black good play with three pawns 
and an exposed white king. However, 
Black can do even better by playing the 
immediate 11.851. Then 12 hs? fails 
to 12.Jhxc3+ 13 bxc3 Wxc3+ and c2 is 
hanging, while after 12 2d2 Wb6 (a 
suggestion by Gunderam) 13 hs (or 13 
‘Bez Was!) 13.Wxdg 14 OFS Bxg4 15 
thxg6 Wxg6 Black had four pawns for the 
Piece and went on to win in EStadler- 
GHaika, correspondence 2000, 

This leaves 12 0-0, but after 
12.Abd7! (12.-Rxe3 13 bxc3 Wxe3 14 
fat Wxc2 15 Wae2 axe? 16 xf oxfo 
37 Bxté Dd7 28 Cixd7 Sxd7 19 Rxf7+ 
cB 20 Eafi was better for White in 
CDelhove-LWindels, correspondence 
2001) 13 Sxfé (13 ixd7? Mxd7 14. \e2 
{6 gave White nothing at all in Chee 
‘Meng Liew-D.Koetsier, correspondence 
1998) 13..P\xf6 14 hs 0-0-0 15 Wf3 (15 
hxg6? Seda 16 Wer dics 17 R2 Ht is 
good for Black) 15..8/b6 16 We3 “xg4l 
47 Dxga xhs 18 Des f6 19 Daa Weds 
20 Wd Sxd4 24 ixc6 bec6 22 03 Lxe3 
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23 @ixe3 d7 Black once more has four 
pawns for the piece and certainly isn’t 
worse. 

11..2\bd7 

The most natural reply, challenging 
‘the es-knight at once, though Black has, 
tried numerous alternatives: 

a) 11..h5? is even worse than on the 
previous move, After 12 xg6 fxg6 23 
95 942! (but White is clearly better in 
any case; e.g. 13..0fd7 14 Wd3 Oif8 15 
®e4) 14 Wd3 White regained his pawn, 
and) won quickly in W.Ludwig- 
Dullmann, Germany 1975: 24...Wd6 15 
Wixg6+ edb 16 Af4 Wrdae 47 ha 
2+ 18 Exfe Wxf2 19 Rdi+ 247 20 
Wes 1-0. 

b) an ixe?! 12 bxc3 Abd7 is 
equally dubious. 


‘Alot of time has been wasted on 13 
)xd721 Wxd7 14 W5 ded 25 N6 Sixg2 16 
hxg7 98, following E.LDiemer-MWitte, 
correspondence 1968, and transposing 
to Gngler-U.Groth, correspondence 
1972, which continued 17 Kxté?! (17 
‘og2 is better, though Black is okay after 
Harding's 17..Heg! 18 WI3 {5 19 2h6 
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0-0-0) 17..We7! 18 Bf2 ds and White 
was in trouble since 19 2hé fails to 
29..Wha!. 

Rather than exchanging on d7, the 
‘immediate 13 h5 makes more sense 
(Groth avoided this by playing 11..\ba7 
first), as after 13..0xe5 (13...Re4? runs 
into 14 @xf7!) 14 dxes Wadi 15 Rxds 
ixc2 16 Bd2 Oxga 17 Hxc2 Qxes the 
two bishops should give White the edge 
inthe endgame 

But much stronger was 13 We2!, re 
moving the queen from the d-file before 
following up with ha-hs on the next 
move. We have seen this idea before in 
the notes to line A2. Here itis even more 
effective since White has advanced his 
hepawn already; eg 13.xe5 14 des 
Das 15 HS Gixc3 (or 15..\Wb6+ 16 WHE 
Sixc2 17 SixdS! ods 18 de3) 16 #2 0-0 
27 hxg6 fxg6 18 Wxfs+ Weis 19 Exfee 
Exf8 20 £e3 and Black's prospects look 
bleak. 

Finally, Harding mentions that 
42..0-9 “also comes into consideration” 
In this case, however, | don't see how 
Black might improve on 13 a3 He8 28 
hs eg 15 Ax671, 

©) Castling into the storm with 
41..0-01? is dearly risky after 12 2g5 (or 
12 @xgé hxg6 13 gS Shs 14 Des kde 
45 Wf3 Da6 16 c3 Bc8 17 Rh3 AbO ae 
Jigs We7 19 Wg2, as in Gstudier 
‘MStock, correspondence 1976, ab 
though 29.5! looks roughly equal; but 
not 22 hs?! Sxc2 13 Wd2 es 14 shxeg 
Dxe4 15 Wa3 Dxc3 16 bxc3 Rds and 
Black was much better in LDetko 


MMaslik, Hiohovec 1996) 12_£xc2 (or 
12..N6 13 Oxf6 axf6 14 Dxg6 fxg6 15 
‘Wd3 %g7 16 h5 with compensation) 13 
We2 eq? (but even after 13.h6 14 
Sixf6 xfs 15 ifs Black's defence is 
quite difficult; eg. 15..uh7 16 Wxh6 
eB 17 Haet £18 18 Wf4 or 15_hs!2 16 
Wxc2 hxgd 17 Waal gxfa 18 xfs dads 
19 Rta) 14 Wt 2xc3 15 bxc3 gxfé 16 
Rxea fxes 17 Wh6 5 18 Wxe6+ 7 19 
Exfs. and White was winning in 
MHerrkind-MDen Hoet, Germany 
1984. 

d) 11.2xc2I? is critical and leads to 
forcing play: 


12 Wa2 (obviously not 12 xc2? 
Bad4y and ...Wxes) 12..0-0 13 Rial Baa 
(the only safe retreat square) 14 Wf2 
(Rxc3.15 bxc3 We7 (15..2ibd7 16 a3 cs 
117 Eft piles the pressure on £7) 16 95 
{26 ca, threatening £23, is well met by 
46..¢5 17 Ba3 abl) 16d5 17 Rts 
and White's two bishops and active 
pieces provide him with ample compen- 
sation; eg. 17...idnI? (17..f6 18 oxf6 
Qxf6 19 Mbt Adi 20 Bf4 a6 21 Wer 
Ke2 22 bz Sg6 23 Aixg6 hxg6 24 ZF 


Teichmann Defence 


‘Bad8 25 Ze3, M.Preussner-AChubukin, 
correspondence 2007; and 17..2b6 18 
hs Q8d7 19 Qxd7 Qxd7 20 h6l? g6 21 
44 SS 22 Wg3 €5 23 Bed exf4 24 
xe7 fxg3 25 Rxd7 Ga6 26 Rei, 
MPreussner-Filorin, correspondence 
2007, also gave White good play for the 
pawns) 18 Zh3 Da7 (18.Ah5?! 19 4 
®b4 20 a3 D4a6 21 Rb3 left Black 
struggling to organize his forces in 
P.Leisebein-T.Makowski, correspondence 
2003) 19 4 Zines 20 dxes Zib4 21 243 
Qd3 22 Wd2 Zad8 23 Wada Df4 24 Wo3 
Qxh3+ 25 Sxh3 led to a draw in 
PSchuster-NBernal Varela, correspon- 
dence 2006. 


12 Dixgs = 

As a general rule, White should lake 
the bishop on 6 as soon as Black pre- 
pares to avoid this exchange: Other 
moves are considerably weaker: 

a) 12 G4? xe5 13 Rxe5 allows 
413.hS! as the bishop on g6 cannot be 
traded off anymore. 

bb) 22 hs? fs even worse: 12..“xe5 13, 
dxe5 AcS+ 14 Wha Wxda 15 Bxdi 
@xg4!_ and White was completely 
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busted in S.Nicolaisen-O.Gjerdrum, cor- 
‘Tespondence 1987. 

c) 22 g5?! is also inadequate as it al- 
lows Black to save his bishop by 
A2dKhSI, 

) 12 @)xd771 xd? 23 hS doesn't 
look so’bad at first glance, as 13..8.xc3?! 
44 bxc3 would transpose to Engler- 
Groth above (see note ‘b' to Black's 11th 
move), except that 23...xc2! is much 
stronger here. After 14 Wxc2 Way 15 
We (or 15 ha Wxga) 15..Wxf2+ 16 
itexf2 xg2+ 17 she tS Black had four 
good pawns for the piece and went on 
to win in TSawyer-LArden, correspon- 
dence 1997. 

e) 12 We2 fs no longer effective et 
ther, due to 12..6\we5 13 dxe5 RcS+! 14 
seh2 (after 14 stha?! D7 White cannot 
even play 15 hs because of the precart 
us situation on the hile, so. 15 295 
Wc7 gave Black a good game in 
PGrimsey-LGould, correspondence 
2000) 14.#id5 15 hs Wha+ 16 23 f5! 
17 Oxds exds 18 Bfa (or 18 gxfs Sxhs 
19 Wig2 Wes) 18.f193 19 Bigs 14 
Pleisebein-W.Schiller, correspondence 
2008, and Black might well have played 
on with 19..f¥xq4 20 Kxq4 Bxh5 22 
Bxg7 7, 
12..chxg6 13 g5 Aids 

Black can also play 13..hs, when 
White has to play accurately to stay in 
the game. For example, 14 Sie Ge7 
(24,.06 25 c3 Sd6 16 Ws 0-0 17 sth3 
W7 18 2.94 f5 19 gxf6 Dixfs 20 Rd2 
Eae8 21 2h3 was good for White in 
RCherubim-G-Studier, correspondence 
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1973) 15 Wf3 f5 16 gxfé gxfé 17 Wb3 
2g7 18 Wxb7 was given by Studier, but 
Gunderam’s 27..187b61 28 Wee Wxda+ 
19 Bf2 “g7 20 Wh3 gs is much better 
for Black. Therefore, | suggest the pre- 
paratory 15 c3!, intending 15..f5 16. gxfé 
gxf6 17 Wb3, or if 15..@f8 then 16 ba 
‘and Black's pieces are not ideally placed: 
9, 16.5 17 gxf6 gxfé 18 bt! Wb6 19 
Wa3 fs 20 Acs 0-0-0 21 bs Wxcs 22 
bxc6! Wa5 23 Exb7 and White has a 
very strong attack. 
14 Wf3 0-0 

14..e7 15 Ded bS 16 c32! Las 17 
hs Sxhs 18 Od6+ Waxd6 19 Wef7+ weds 
20 Bg8+ he7 24 Wa 2b6 was very 
risky in HSchug-Rodiger, correspon- 
dence 1985, but the simple 16 a4 looks 
strong for White. 
15 Sea De7 

After 15.1516 gxté Ov7xf6 17 c3 e7 
18 Wha the shattered black kingside 
gave White good play for the pawn in 
‘TSchneider-KBehrendorf, correspon- 
dence 1992. 
163 a5 


Even though White was successful 
with this move in the current game 
(MHartwig-D.Fuhrmann, German 
League 1997), | would advise the reader 
against playing in such a fashion. in- 
stead, | suggest 17 h5 ifs 18 Wh3, 
which would have yielded good attack- 
ing prospects, 

27 .iibB 18 Oixt7 We 29. Sh3 Wrt7? 

This is just playing into White's 
hands; whereas the more robust 
19..251 20 Des Oxes 24 dxes kb6+22 
ha Rd8, or indeed 20..ZixdAl, would 
have resulted in a very nice position for 
Black 
20 Wt7+ Mxf7 21 exe6 Raff 22 Ext7 
‘Buf? 23 xd? 


Along with the bishop pair, White 
has a healthy extra pawn, As they say, 
the restis merely a matter of technique. 
23.ch7 24 2d2 dic7 25 Bfa Ofs 26 
Re 218 27 WS Ad6 28 Axfs gxfS 29 
g6+ g8 30 Of4 Lxtg 31 Rxfg Bf 32 
Sofa set 33 skgs We7 34 tha Zt 35 
hogs ies 36 fa a6 37 Seas std6 38 hé 
gxh6+ 39 dexh6 Zh8+ 40 sbg7 Bha 42 
FT £4 42 g7 f3 43 Bf 1-0 


Teichmann Defence 


Trading the bishop for the knight 
leads to the main complex of the 
Teichmann Defence. 

7 Bixf3 06 

The most sensible way to block the 
long diagonal. Black has occasionally 
tried 7.26? 8 bs Wid6, but then 9 
4! gives White a good game: eg. 10..a6 
410 Sf €5 12 dxc6 (Lane's own idea, 12 
0-0-0 axb5 12 ixb5, is quite unclear 
after 12..We51 13 Qixc7+ ed7 14 wad 
Sa! as in SNorthrup-BMinge, corre- 
spondence 1998) 11..axb5.12 cxb7 IIb8 
33 @h2 (43 3 is another option) 
33..c6? (too slow: 13..b4 or 13.8.7 was 
a better defence) 14 0-0 Wes+ (or 
14.Rxb7 15 xe5!) 15 tha GAs 16 
Sadi 2c7 17 Deg We7 18 Axfé+ Wxt6 
19 Wig es 20 Wxg7 Rfe 21 Sfet Exb7 
22 Gxe5 1-0 O.Grantz-H.Baas, corre- 
spondence 1999. 

After the text Black has (for the mo- 
ment) consolidated his position and is 
ready to go after the d4 pawn. There are 
now three different approaches for 
White that ! would like to examine: 
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Two other moves are worth men- 
tioning as well: 
a) 8 Las! Wada 


9 £63 is a speculative second pawn 
sacrifice, which is considered via the 
Ziegler move order, 5..c6 6 2d3!? £947 
ha 2xf3 8 Wxf3 (see Tine B in Chapter 
12). However, it should be noted that if 
Black declines the pawn with 8.26, 
White doesn't really have anything bet- 
ter than 9 2e3, transposing to the 8 
&e3 main line below. 

b) 8 2f4 was played in a rare Black- 
‘marDiemer game between two 
grandmasters. _D.Velimirovic-Bellon 
lopez, Metz 1988, continued 8..26 9 
0-0-0 Stb4 10 td2 Dbd7 11 Ad3 Dds 
12 W3 We7 13 Bhs MgB 14 Zxfol sexc3 
15 Sixc3 Wxt6 16 ds! Wee7 17 d6 Wd7 18 
4Axh7 0-0-0 19 4ixg8 Bxg8 20 Ada and 
having regained all his material White 
stood slightly better and went on to win. 


256 


Of course 8..,8xd4 was critical, when 
the supposed threat 9 @b5? cxb5 10 
‘Wxb7 in fact loses to 10..Wea+, There- 
fore Lane suggests 9 Sd3 intending 
0-00, which is certainly an improve- 
ment, except that White now has to 
play the 8 .d3 Wadd line with the infe- 
rior continuation 9 if4. 


Ba: 8 Wf2 - 

The Ciesielski Variation 

The move 8 WA2 is characteristic for the 
Giesielski Variation. Protecting the d- 
pawn is not the only idea, as sometimes 
the queen is transferred to hd to join the 
attack on the kingside. | don't think that 
Black should be too afraid, however, as 
he can create problems for White along 
the gi-a7 diagonal 


8..Dbd7? 

This is the most critical reply, though 
it is not mentioned by Lane. Once again, 
the main idea is to strike in the centre 
with _.e7-e5 in order to clear the g1-a7 
diagonal, which is quite annoying for 
White. Other moves have been played as 
well: 


a) It is surprising that 8..96 has not 
been seen more often, as the position 
after 9 ch 297 10 0-0 (Andrew Mar- 
tin’s suggestion 10 q5 Qbd7 23 
00-097 is also interesting) 20,.0-0 can- 
not be treated lightly. 


For example, 11 942! looks logical, 
but this is well met by 11.245, prepar- 
ing to consolidate with 12..e6, and if 
White tries to prevent with 12 295 then 
Black has 12..h6 13 tha Sie3! which 
leads toa clear advantage. 

The immediate 11 gs seems 
stronger, intending to exert pressure on 
the half-open files. KStummer-Steuer, 
correspondence 1992, continued 21..b5 
12.8b3 a5 13.3. a4 14.842 Wd6 15 Ata 
‘Wa7 16 Baer Wa7 17 Des Obd7 18 
Dxfe+ Gxfé 19 «3 Bf’ 20 Res Bd7 21 
94 h6 22 Wa ¢5 23 hd exd4 24 Sxd4 
We7? 25 Wxc7 Bxc7 26 gs and White 
was winning; while 14..A\bd7 12 Zaea 
bs (after 12.06 13 Ob3 Abds 14 
‘®yd5 cxds 15 c3 Black can hardly move, 
as 15.24 runs into 16 &xe7!, eg. 
26..Mixe7 47 Sixds Qxf2 18 Zxe7 Hads 
19 Sib3 16 20 Bc7! Beg 21 Rtg and 


Teichmann Defence 


White regains the piece} 13 2b3 a5 14 
a4 ba 15 104 gave White a definite ini- 
tiative im T.Rock-TSawyer, Internet 
Chess Club 1997. 

b) 8..£6 is most often played. Then 9 
£43 is quite natural, again preparing 
an attack on the half-open File. With a 
rook coming to fi and g2-g4-g5 in the 
air, Black needs to think about how to 


bi) 9.b4 is questionable: as we 
have seen in other variations (such as 
the Euwe Defence) taking on 3 is not 
really a sensible option, especially as the 
bishop is often needed on €7 to support 
the knight on 6. After 10 0-0 we have a 
further spit: ~ 

bat) 10.8x¢3 would be a conse- 
quent follow-up, but 11 bxe3 0-0 12 
Wh4 shows that the bishop is already 
seriously missed. AHall-S.Devonshire, 
correspondence 1983, continued 
12..Dbd7 13 igs hé 14 xh! gxh6 15 
‘Wxh6 with a decisive attack. 

12) 10..0-0 11 Wh4 Sibd7 12 S95 
also sees Black in terrible trouble. It fs 
too late for 12..e7 due to 13 Bxf6l 
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‘axf6 14 Sxf6 and wins; 12.h6 13, 
Aixh6t e7 (from JFalcon Perera- 
KEmst, Las Palmas 1995) loses to 14 
Bxg7! sbxg7 15 Wg5+ Hh8 16 Whs+ 
sog8 17 Bfq etc; 12.ReB (as in 
ACiesielski Friedrich, correspondence 
1972) allows simply 13 &xh7+ @f8 14 
4d3 and White is much better; while 
32..n5 13 2)e4 .e7 was only a tempo- 
rary defence in RAllen-M.Caprioglio, 
correspondence 2000, and White won 
after 14 Rf3 Wb6 15 3 5 16 Haft exda 
17 Gxt6+ Oixf6 18 exFé dxc3+ 19 whi 
Sixf6 20 Wed 1-0, 

'b13) 10..2\bd7 is the most flexible 
move. P.De Laat P.Ter Krop, Netherlands 
1994, continued 11 Sea 67 22 94 0-0 
13 3 Gixe4 14 Sixes Gif6 25 cz c5 16 
dxc5 We7 17 bd b6, and now White 
should have played 18 Jkf4! es 19 a5 
with attacking chances; eg. 29..bxc5?! 
20 Wha ho 21 Bxf6 Sxf6 22 Exfel axis? 
23 Wyh6 15 24 Bxf5 16 25 Re6+ F726 
Rft and wins. 

ba) 9...467 is probably better, al- 
though I think that after 10 0-0 2ibd7 13 
gS White still gets astrong initiative: 
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b21) 11.00.12 Wha g6 (should Black 
try the solid approach with 12.28, 
White builds his attack by 13 Bf and 14 
Raft; eg. 13.008 14 Raft Dg6 15 2x96 
ixg6 26 Exfé! gxfo 17 aixfo Rf 18 wha 
cf, as in JGegner EFrolik, German 
league 1993, when 19 Dea! xd 20 
AA dixgs 21 Wags g7 22 DIG is 
enough for at least a draw) 13 Kaet 
Dds 14 Dea dxgs?l (14..f6 is better, 
though White still has attacking 
chances after 15 6 Rf7 16 c4) 15 
Qugs Aste 16 Who Bes? (but 16..,e7 
17 Rf2 Bfes 18 Mea Wte 29 WafBy HxfB 
20 xf @xxf6 23 Zxf6 was also good for 
White in P.Tew Cleenders, correspon 
dence 2004) 17 @xh7! @ixh7 18 Exf7! 
Sxf7 19 Wxh7+ SFB 20 Axg6 and as 
mate is unavoidable, Black resigned in 
W.Wwittmann-Pastor, Graz 1973, 

p22) 11...8b6 prepares to castle long, 
but in that case Black has to reckon with 
the advance of the queenside pawns; 
e.g. 12.3 (after 12 ea?! 0-0-0 13 Aixfe 
gxfé 14 23 Wc7 15 c3 d5 16 ba F517. 
a4 Zhge 18 Haz ifs 19 Wea Dds White 
did not succeed in creating any coun- 
terplay in LHucks-M.Davies, correspon- 
dence 1995) 12 a3 #5 (or 42,.0-0-0 13 
e3 Wc7 14 ba, while 12..Wxb22? loses 
the queen to 13 “\a4) 13 cf 0.0.0 14 
9.03 Ded7 45 ba We7 16 &d3 206.37 bS 
cS 18 b6l Wxb6 39 fbi We6 20 Dbs 
gave White good play in EStadler- 
‘Asunker, correspondence 2000. The 
game continued 20...b8 21 dxc5 eS 22 
Gd6+ Sxd6 23 cxd6 a6 24 Rbs Wxd6 25 
‘abt bs 26 Hail e4 27 ste2 Wes 28 ct 


Des 29 Her Ad3 30 Axd3 Bxd3 31 
‘exbs+ $47 32 bxaé and White soon 
won. 
b3) 9..23bd7 10 0-0 Wc7 (10..eb4 
and. 10...6.e7 transpose above) 11 es 
0-0-0 looks safer, but White can still 
generate a dangerous attack; eg. 12 
gs Mb6 13 c4 h6 14 Oyf3 e515 223 
‘Dbd7 16 b4! (better than 16 Bact oxd¢ 
17 Pind es 18 bs Ses 19 bcs xd 
20 WF3, as in P.Theon-M.Mrdja, Nice 
2000, when 20..a6! would have been 
‘good for Black) 16..cxba (or 16..cxd4 17 
®xd4 Des 18 Xc2) 17 a3 b3 (or 
47..bxa3 18 c5) 18 Baba g5 19 Bxb3 4 
20 Sf! gxf3 21 Exb7 Wxb7 (or 
21.6 22 Bxa7 Des 23 ds! exds 24 
‘BfS+) 22 Exb7 &xb7 23 fal and the 
attack goes on. 


The drawback of this move is that it 
does nothing to prevent 9..e5. Then 
again White probably doesn’t have any- 
thing better: 

a) 9 Af prevents ..e7-e5 but also 
blocks the e-file. Therefore, Black has 
enough time to play 9.06, Sie7 ..0-0, 


Teichmann Defence 


-He8 and 28, after which White 
doesn'thave any compensation at all, 

b) 9.&.g5 also makes 9..e57! look very 
Tisky (10 0-0-0), while 9.06 10 23 de7 
44 0-0 would transpose to 8..¢6 lines 
above (note °b2'), However, 9..1Wb6 
causes more problems, as after 10 0-0-0 
26, followed by _b4 and/or ..0-0-0, 
White is not set up to attack on the 
queenside. 

©) 9 94 fs the direct approach, but 
here 9.05) shows the idea of 8,.bd7 
once more. Now Sawyer gives 10 g5 
Dds 11 Dxds exds 12 Bg? e4 130-0 
‘We7 14 Sd2 We6 15 ca Le7 16 cxds 
‘Wxd5 17 Baet Wxa2 18 dxeq Wea 19 
2xb7 1b8 20 c6 with a winning ad- 
vantage for White according to McGrew: 
However, this time Black can improve 
with 12.72; eg, 13 0-00-04 2x45, 
Exg5 15 xt7+ Bhs 16 2xg5 Wxg5+ 17 
g2 We7 28 Ab3 exd4 19 Wxb7 He3+ 
20 Sh2 Hes and Biack was clearly bet- 
ter in D¥Flude-HBuczinski, correspon 
dence 2002. And furthermore, Black can 
even play 10..exdal? 11 gxfs @ixf6 with 
2 good game (but not 12,.dxc3?? 12 
‘We2+), 

905 

Instead, 9..e6 10 0-0 &e7 would 
transpose to 8..e6 above (see note ‘b2" 
to Black’s 8th move). Another option is 
9.6 10 0-0 0-0-0 intending 11 e3 
‘Wixb2 or 22 Ibi e5, while AArmstrong- 
ABrown, correspondence 2002, saw 11 
b3 e6 (14..e51? is still possible) 12 te3 
b4 13 £iag Wic7 24 d5? (14.¢4 would be 
unclear) 14..xd5 and White resigned, 
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since 15 dtxa7? bs 26 Hb2 ¢5 traps the 
bishop. 
20.863 

Sensibly protecting the centre. 10 
002| was played by Tim Sawyer in one 
of his internet games, but after 10..exd4 
14 fq (not 21 Wxd4?? es) 11..2c5 
(11..dxe3? would have allowed White to 
play 12 Baers se7 13 Ad6 Des 14 
-2xe5 0-0 15 2xc3 with good compensa- 
tion) 12 Daez+ ste7 13 e2 Sixd3 14 
cxd3 0-0 Black got the upper hand. 
210..iib§ 24 0-00-0 


122s 

This looks like the best way to pro- 
ceed: whereas after 12 dxes?! ixes 13, 
Rada Qxd3 14 Bxd3 We7 15 Bes Lxcs 
16 Wxc5 Mfe8 17 Efda Gb6 (or 17..h6) 
18 Wxb6 axb6 Black consolidated his 
extra pawn and stood clearly better in 
T.Danecki-.Mousessian, correspon 
dence 1998. 
12...HHas 

12..exd4 13 Sexdg Was 14 ht Ses, 
45 sdxd7 Dxd7 16 Wes! also gives White 
good play for the pawn, 
13 dxes Gixes?! 
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13..8xe5 may bea better bet; eg.14 
Hadi Bad8 15 S04 Sc5! 16 Bfer Rxd4 
17 Exd4 Wb8!, holding on to the pawn, 
although White remains quite active, 
14 Fes Peg 15 Axed g6 16 ¢3 2.46 17 
‘ba Wc? 18 Axa? Deg 19 Ads 1-0 


Material is equal and White might 
dlaim a slight plus with the bishops and 
queenside paws. Whether it would 
amount to anything remained to be 
seen, the game J.Hauser-AShadrin, cor- 
respondence 2007, ending abruptly 1-0 
‘as Black withdrew from the touamentt, 


B2: 8 g4l? — 
The Seidel-Hall Attack 


The uncompromising 8 g4l? is com- 
monly known as the Seidel-Hall Attack; 
it is also the favourite continuation of 
Peter Leisebein, who is one of today's 
Teading exponents of the Slackmar- 
Diemer Gambit. With Black’s light- 
squared bishop gone, the idea is to pile 
up on #7 as quickly as possible. If | were 
to make a recommendation, this would 
‘also be my favoured treatment of the 
Teichmann Defence with 6..Axf3, To 
understand why that is the case, please 
study the following notes. 

8.06 

Instead: 

a) 8..h6 is an uncommon but sensi- 
ble reply, preventing a quick 94-05. 


and can transpose to the Classical 
Variation after 9 e3 e6 10 243 bay 
etc (see line 83 below, note 'e’ to White's 
10th move). In P.Schmid-P.Velicka, Van- 
doeuvre 2008, Black tried 10..2:b4, but 
after 11 0-0 We7 (11.dixc3 22 bxc3 Was 
13 Wig3 Was 14 Babi b6 15 We7! Abda7 
116 Wlixc6 0-0 17 4 was good for White in 
Plleisebein-Alunker, correspondence 
2000) 12.a3 &d6 13 b4 a6 14 4ia4 Dbd7 


Teichmann Defence 


15 cs bs 16 Baca £c7 17 Sea Was 
48 Zig2 Sixcs 19 bxcs We7 20 2d? Wa7 
24 G White had excellent play for the 
pawn, 

b) 8.Wda must also be taken into 
account. After 9 die3 we have: 


bt) 9..We5 10 0-00 e6 11.95 Ofa7 
(22.2id5? 12 Sixds oxds 23 4 hs 14 
243 amusingly traps the queen, while 
33..He4 14 Bxe4 deg 15 Sxb8 Bxbs 
16 Sb5+ Se7 47 Bd7+ eB 28 Mhda 
was disastrous for Black in P.Leisebein- 
USuermann, correspondence 2000) 12 
Sed Sb4 13 Zhfs 4xc3? (letting the f 
pawn hang, but even after 13..00 14 
2e4 White's dangerous initiative is suf- 
ficient compensation for the two 
pawns) 14 Bxt7+ Sd8 15 fa! &xb2+ 
26 #1 Wes 17 Sexb2 es (17..xc4 loses 
to 18 Gixg7! He8 19 Axbé etc) 18 Me3! 
Wxe3 19 We6 sic? 20 Sxd7 kb6 21 Bf 
Wes 22 Hb3+ das 23 dixc6 Wxc6 24 
Bd5+ 10 Pileisebein-BRiepe, corre- 
‘spondence 2000, 

be) 9.8846 allows the queen to be 
harassed by the white knight: 10 g5 
2fd7 (20..2d5 11 0-0-0 e6 12 Dea We7 


261 


The Blackmar-Diemer Gambit 


13 do Dd7 14 ca Dbg 15 a3 a6 16 
c3 Dacs 17 Dxcs Dxcs 18 h4 a4 19 
Sida Zd8 20 g2 4ib6 24 Sha Zixc4 22 
We3 gave White enough compensation 
in P.leisebein-H.8aer, correspondence 
1998) 11 2)b5! Whar (14..cxbs 12 \xb7 
is good for White, and 11..¥e5 is met by 
12 0-0-0 cxbs 13 tf Ws 14 Ad3 Des 
15 Wxb7!) 12 c3 Wxb2 13 dd exbs 14 
‘Wxb7 Wixc3+ 15 fz Web and now 36 
Sxd7! isthe winning move. 

ba) 9..WMdB 10 g5 ds 11 fica (22 
0-0-0 €6 12 Abs! Sid7 13 Bhfa Bes! 14 
We4 246 15 Aixds exds 16 Wxds cxbs 
17 ixd6 Wxd6 18 Exd6 0-0 19 Eds was 
only good enough for a draw in 
Plleisebein-P.Canizares Cuadra, corre 
spondence 2003) 11..e6 12 0-0 47 (or 
12.087 13 Laxd5 oxd5 44 Rae sed 15 
bs) 13 Hadi and how fs Black to de- 
velop? One example is TPurser 
K Hanisch, correspondence 1984, which 
continued 13.7 14 dixdS ods 15 
‘Bibs Wd7 16 04 Picé (1626 17 cxd5! 
axbs 18 dxe6 is no better) 17 ods ies 
18 Wt4 Wxbs 19 Bxe5 Bd7 20 Sxf7! 
Wix7 21 dxe6 Wf3 22 Whs+ #c6 23 Wis 
1-0, as 23.-14¢7 24 Eid7 leads toa rather 
devastating outcome for Black. 

a) 9..Wba 10 0-0-0 e6 is the only de- 
fence given by Lane, with the options 24 
da, 11 Eda and 11 Qbs for White. 
Surprisingly enough, according to my 
database 14 95 has not yet been played! 
Then 11.045 12 Qixds cxds 13 cal? ts 
an idea by David Zimbeck, who gives 
13,.dxca? 14 dig? D6 15 Wrxc6+! bxcé 
16 Axcé+ sie? 17 Hd7+ sie 18 Shda 
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and wins. Black should prefer 13...67 
24 cxd5 0-0, when the game is in the 


Black has several alternatives to the 
text move: 

a} 10,.01721 1s too dangerous, due to 
110-0 We7 (ugly, but after 11.521 12 
etl! the black position looks like an un 
finished building) 12 Zixds cxds 13 cA! 
and Black is in serious trouble. One nice 
example how to finish the game was 
shown in Milller-PStader, correspon- 
dence 1993, which ended 13.96 14 
cxds 97 15 dxe6 Sxda+ 16 hi Des? 
(16..8¥xe6 was necessary) 17 RbS+ 8 
18 Wds Rd’ 19 td7 Wecs 20 Wxcs+ 
exes 21 dd2 Oxd7 22 stca! RgB 23 
Bae! he5 24 Hxe5 d6 25 Me2 1.0, 

1b) 20...ba?! makes little sense since 
11.0.0 and 12 4e4 prevents Black from 
trading his bishop for the knight in any 
case; for example, 11 0-0 0-0 (even 
worse is 12..We7?! 12 4ie4 0.0 as Black 
loses a piece after 13 a3! &d6 24 ca and 
415 cS, oF 13..a5 14 c4 f5 15 f2 He7 


16 bé 1-0 Gy Meszaros Klaus, Lenk 1994) 
32 Bie4, and now 12.7? 13 3 Sd6?, 
as in LZilbermints-V.Polyakin, New York 
(rapid) 2005, loses to 14 Dfer! gxfé 15 
Bxh7+! sexh7 26 Whs+ 98 17 gxfo and 
wins (Zilbermints in fact played this 
combination the following move: 24 
Waa? c5? 15 Dt6H etc). 

The computer suggests 12.£e7 as 
‘an improvement, but then White can 
use the extra tempo donated by ..b4- 
€7 to start a powerful attack with 23 c4l, 
and if 13..€b4?! (instead 13.047 14 
Ae3 gives White good play for the 
pawn; but not 13..f57, as im NSeidel- 
(Méser, Ludwigshafen 1966, which loses 
to14 cxds fred 25 Wxes or 14 Wxd5 15 
Best Wxda+ 16 Le3), then 14 D641 
Qf6 (or 14..fkxf6 15 Sixh7+ dexh7 26 
Whst 298.17 gxfo Wxda+ 18 wha! Ady 
19 fxg7 Wes+ 20 Wices 2ixes 21 gxf ees 
Exf8 22 2f4 and White emerges the 
exchange up) 15 dtxh7+ %g7 (no better 
is.15.8xh7 16 Whs+ $98 17 g6! Hxdar 
18 D2 fxg6 19 Wxg6+ h8 20 Whs+! 
Sg8 21 Sho Bf7 22 Was+ Shs 23 Wxt7) 
26 gxf6+ Oxf6 17 ha Bhs 18 Hgae 
f8 (18..2exh7? 19 Zgi leads to mate) 
19 Ah6+ eB 20 Bxt6 Wxf6 21 297 
O47 22 xfs Yixfs 23 Wg7 Hxh7 24 
Wsfé Sxh3+ 25 g2 and Whites clearly 
better. 

¢) 10..44d6 gets the bishop out in 
preparation for 11 0-0 We7. However, 
after 12 “ea c7 13 Ld2 Od7 14 4 
@sb6 15 bal the decision for Black on 
where to put his king is very difficult. in 
AMall-GJohnstone, correspondence 


Teichmann Defence 


1978, he chose the kingside, but after 
15..0-0.16 #h5 g6 17 ha the weakness 
of the dark squares proved very serious; 
the game conchuded 17..f5 18 gxfé 
@xf6 19 Axfé+ Exf6 20 Wate Was 21 
Af4 1.0. Slightly better is 11..0-012 #e4. 
{5 (not 12..@b47? 13 @)f6+! and White 
wins again, but then 13 gxfé Qixf6 14 
igs Wa? 15 daca Dds 16 Wea Mxfa+ 17 
xf 96 18 Wres+ Wxes 19 Axe6 Dd7 
20 Sh6 gave White the superior end: 
game in P.leisebein-SHenke, corre- 
spondence 2000. 

4) 10..2ib4 seeks to trade the light- 
squared bishop and usually succeeds in 
doing so, but not without Black having 
to make some concessions. 


For example, 12 0-0 Wxd4t 12 e3 
W713 Rada We7 (13.87 14 ica ds 
transposes to Purser-Hanisch, note 'b3’ 
to 8..Wxd4) 14 g61? 16 (24..hxg6 is met 
by 15 LAxg6l fxg6 16 Wg when the 
black king is suddenly very uncomfort- 
able, while 14.5 fails to 15 dhxfst exts 
26 Baca and wins) 15 Wh h6 16 a3 
@\xd3 17 Bxd3 and White has a lot of 
activity, Fritsche-EJaros, correspon 


263 


The Blackmar-Diemer Gambit 


dence 2003, continued 17..f5 (to pre- 
vent eq) 18 .d4 Wg5+ 19 Wxgs hxgs, 
20 Bet Se7 21 Rides 7 22 Exe6 Exh3 
23 He8 2d6 (or 23-8h8 24 dq2t 
preparing 25 txg7) 24 2g8 and White 
went on to win. 

Ultimately. grabbing the pawn with 
11..Wxd4+ proves to be too greedy, but 
if Black is content with just protecting 
7, White can play 12 ea and the 
bishop is quite secure there, while the 
knight on b4 Jooks a bit dumb. Another 
Fritsche game saw 11.:We7 12 dtes 47 
13 a3 DA5 14 Axds! cxds 15 sets Dds 
16 $\bS fd7 17 4id6 and White had a 
dominating position in Féritsche- 
W.Radeiski, correspondence 2001. 

2) 10..)xc3 11 bxc3 only helps White 
support this centre, while his queen’s 
rook can gain play on the half-open b- 
file, 


e1) Then 11..Wd5 is easily blocked by 
12 Red, and after 22.847 (12.814? 13 
Ra e5 14 Bd3 Wxc3+ 15 se? gave 
White a clear advantage in T.Purser- 
Edwin, Internet Chess Club 1998, as 
15..Wxai? loses to 16 Wxf7+ a8 17 
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g6!) 13 0-0. Ad6 14 bi 0-0 15 d2 We7 
{in Pueisebein-Lfarkas, correspondence 
2002, Black tried to free himself with 
415..f5 16 gxf6 Bxfé but was caught off 
guard by 17 Sxh7+! sexh7 18 WhS+ seg8 
19 Zixf6 gxf6 20 dha! and wins) 16 Was 
96 17 h4 Dd7 18 hs Bad8 19 &g2 Ab6 
20 hxg6 fag 22 Lxg6 Ads 22 Wes fa 
23 c4 xd2 24 oxd5 White obtained an 
excellent position in PLLeisebein- 
R Schulz, correspondence 2004. 

€2) 11..d6 12 Bba #7 13 0-0 0-0 
34 c4 Dd7 15 c5 we7 16 skf4 e5 17 gz 
-hxg5 18 dxes We8 (or 18..2ixc5 19 6 
We7 20 exf7+ sch8 21 Mbet) 19 WHS 
£e3+ 20 tg2 g6 21 Wea Sigs 22 Waa 
Be7 23 £6 26 24 exf7+ was also good 
for White in TRooms-T.Watershoot, cor- 
rTespondence 2002. 
110-0 

In Gy.Meszaros-ASuetin, Lenk 1993, 
White tried 11 fal? 0-0 12 Seq d7 
(not 12_Oba? 13 Zf6+! ete) 13 2d2 and 
was successful after 13..e5 14 o4 “iba. 
15 Sba exdé 16 foe! Saxf6 (16..9x46 
47 x74 sbg7! is also critical) 17 oxfé 
Hes+ 18 Sdi ufs 19 Axbs WDE 20 
Was Les 21 Was Wxas 22 Sxas Lxh3 
23 ifs Dh2 24 td2 He8 25 cz Deg 26 
xed Dxeg 27 hd3 Tee? 28 14 Bhi 
29 daet! h5 30 Bxe2 Bxf1 31 Lbs, 
when the piece was stronger than the 
pawns. But Black might improve even in 
the endgame; for instance with 
24..g6I, when 25 5:xg6?! fxg 26 Zxf6 
allows 26...2hi+27 set eB 28 ted2 da! 
29 21f2 ha.and White is tied down as the 
kingside pawns advance. 


Pileisebein- 
‘Horstmann, correspondence 1999. 
‘This looks more promising than 12 24 
be! (again not 12..2b4? 13 Df6+! 
with a very strong attack; eg. 13..9xf6 
14 dixh7+! g7 15 Whst fxg5 16 <3! 
ds 17 h4 ife 18 Exfé Sxf6 19 hxgs, 
xd4+ 20 oxdia Wxd4+, asin P.Leisebein- 
Alannaioli, correspondence 2004, and 
now 21 fal f5 22 2e3] was the correct 
way to win) 13 ¢3 2d7, when White is 
unable to build sufficient pressure. For 
example, 14 Shi (avoiding Des and 
Preparing c3-c4) 14..c5 15 4 iba 16 
6+ is not good enough now, because 
of 16,.SLxf61 17 S&xh7+ (oF 27 gxf6 Dixf6 
18 Xh6 HeB 19 dues Wxcs 20 £23 We7 
24 Me2 Hic2 22 Bact Oixe3 23 Wxe3 g6 
and Black consolidated in M.Preussner- 
D.Trebizan, correspondence 2006) 
17.cbxh7 18 Wh5+ 98 19 gxfé Bebe 
20 ds yds! 24 exds Wxds+ 22 Wixds 
exds 23 fxg7 xg7 and with White's 
attacking material severely reduced, 
Black was winning in OxKlatt-RBrachtel, 


As played in 


Teichmann Defence 


‘correspondence 1993. 
12..g6 13 hd Dxc3?l 

Rather obliging; 13..c5 would have 
been a more serious test. 
14 bxe3 47 15 fa Was 16 Babs Abe 
17 ¢4 ads 18 des 


Now White has excellent attacking 
prospects. 
18.d7 19¢h4 

‘A.aumming move, the point of which 
is seen after 19..c5 20 bs Wa6 21 dxcs 
as 22 Wal Dxcs 23 Exes! Axcs (no 
check) 24 86 and mates. Similarly, 
20..##a4 21 dxcs 26 would work with 
the king on gi, but here White can just 
take the knight: while 20,.Wa3 21 dxcs 
Dad fails to 22 Bail Zxcs 23 Wes etc. 
19,..28 20 ¢5 Waa 24 Wer Wd? 

Black had to try and create some 
counterplay. For instance, Leisebein 
analysed 21..a5 22 Rai Wds+ 23 skh2 
Hdd 24 Zxas Wa7 25 Wg3 b6 26 cxb6 
“xb 27 Ba6 Dds 28 Bfai f6 29 Ra7 
e8 “with equality’, though this is any- 
thing but forced. 
22uh21-0 

The threat is 23 ca winning the 
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queen, and as 22..'a2 runs into 23 a1 
oe 24 ds, while 22_ xcs 23 o4 Bxes+ 
24 dxes xd3 25 Exb7 would be hope- 
Tessin the long run, Black resigned. 


B3: 8 te3 ~ 
The Classical Variation 


8 2e3 is most often played in this 
position, which is why this tine ts called 
the Classical Variation. White protects 
his d-pawn and prepares to castle 
queenside, and while not as violent as 
the Seidel-Hall Attack, it is more solid 
and enables White to apply pressure in 
a slower manner. 

8.006 

The standard move, played in 90% of 
games. Of the rest only line 'c' is reliable 
for Black: 

a) 8.962! can be compared to &..96 
in the Ciesielski Variation (note ‘a’ in 
line B1). Here 9.8.4 2ig7 100-0-00-011 
41 gives White good attacking chances, 
the difference being that the queen's 
post on f3 (rather than 2) prevents 
Black from defending his position with 
2d5. B.Harper-M.Schuda, correspon 
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dence 1993, continued 14..\bd7 42 ha 
We7 13 hs Ab6 14 603 Rade 15 gs 
2xhs 16 Exhs! gxhs 17 Wexhs and 
White won. 

IF Black tries to reinforce ds in ad- 
vance with 10...e6, White plays 11 Mhfa! 
followed by &g5 and/or eq with deci- 
sive threats on the ffl, Even 11 451? 
was successful in P.Motta-B.Goplen, USA 
1992, after 11..cxd5 12 Zixds exds? 13 
cS! (the black king cannot escape) 
13..Abd7 14 hers Deg 15 Sxeat! Les 
26 bs+ 1.0; though in this case 
42.001 13 Dxf6+ (or 13 Db6 We7!) 
13.Wxi6 14 Wxb7 Wes 15 Sher “ic6l 
would have enabled Black to survive. 

b) 8.0d5?! is a natural attempt to 
relieve the position through exchanges, 
but White develops too quickly with 9 
£c4 €6 10 0-0, and none of the ways of 
protecting f7 with the queen are ac- 
ceptable for Black: 


bt) 10.96? fails at once to.13 4)xd5 
exds 12 doxds! ced 13 Wxds We7? (but 
13..We6 14 Wxb7 £e7 15 Wras Wxe3+ 
16 tht 0-0 17 Baei Wigs 18 Wxaz7 is 
also winning for White, who answers 


18..8d6 by 19 He8! f6 20 Bas! and if 
20,,y3, then 22 We4r sh8 22 BxfB+ 
Axf8 23 WH7 etc) 14 gs f6 15 Baer 
fxg5 16 Wxb7 1-0 T.Sawyer-P.Laflamme, 
correspondence 1989. 

2) 10..84¢7? is no better: Black can: 
not play ..2ibd7 anyway, and leaving 
the e-file and the d-pawn unattended 
can be exploited by 12 dixds! (11 Raex!? 
aba? 12 dhxds oxds 13 Yixds WA7 14 
‘@ixb4 was even more catastrophic in 
Alange-MBecker, German League 
1956, but 11...01f61 defends for the time 
being) 24.cxd5 12 ixds! Wa7 
(a2..exd5? 13 Raet #7 14 8gs f6 15 
Rxf6-Zic6 16 Sixe7 Dixe7 17 Wxd5s Wd7 
38 Bxe7+ Wxe7 19 Bfs! and Bes is ter- 
minal) 13 2f4 Océ 14 Zadi Ade 15 
hs with a clear advantage, since 
35..0-0 runs into 16 thé! and wins. 

3) 10..1We72! prepares to transfer 
the queen's knight to (6 followed by 
queenside casting, but White's lead in 
development is too great. After 12 Mae 
(or 11 xd5 exds 12 Oxds! exds 13 
Bae1 again, and if 13...48, then 4 f4 
a7 15 Res! Wc6 16 Sfer with a huge 
attack) 11..2ixe3 (or 11...2\f6 12 d5!) 12 
Bxe3 d7 23 d5! 0-0-0 (or 13..Ab5 14 
dxc6 Orxeg 15 @\d5!) 13.2\b6 14 dxc6! 
14 dxc6 b6 15 cxb7+ Wxb7 16 Gxb7+ 
Sexb7 17 Ext7+ db8 18 Red Black was 
hopelessly lost in T.Mantia-D.Blossem, 
USA 1992. 

b4) Finally, 10..8#d7 11 Baer! is 
slightly better for White according to 
Sneiders, who lost after 12_..Abg 12 #g3 
f6 13 Ad2| 6 (or 13.00 14 @ixds! 


Teichmann Defence 


Axd2 15 Oxf6+ xto 16 Eafe Wrdge 17 
sehil x16 18 Zxe6 and wins) 14 Wea! 
5 15 dxes fxes 16 dixds cxds 17 Whs+ 
‘ded8 18 Bf7 W619 Bxg7 2d7 20 Sxh7 
RfB 21 Gh6 He8 22 Wf7 1-0 NGrant- 
ESneiders, correspondence 1973, 

©) 8..2)bd7 is a viable move order, 
‘when 9 2td3 e6 transposes below. 

White has also tried 9 0-0-0, hoping 
for 9..A\b6? 10 ds! Abxds (10..0afxds 12 
‘Dxds makes no difference) 11 Dxd5 
Soxds (12..cxd5 12 AbS+ Ad7 13 Wxds 
leads to an even swifter end) 12.04 Was 
43 cxds Wxa2 14 dxcé cB 45 Abs Wh3 
316 WS 1-0 Tarsen-Wachtel, corre- 
spondence 1963. But after 9..c61 it turns 
out that White has castled too soon, 
since 10 £d3 transposes to the inferior 
10 0-0-0 in the main line, while 40 g4!? 
1s well met by 10.2\b6! and if 21 gs 
Dd or 11 2d3 Zibds 12 Sxds Wxds 
with advantage to Black. 


9.2d3 

White needs to play this so that the 
rook can come to the File as quickly as 
possible; otherwise Black has time to 
‘organize his defence: 
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a) 9 0-0-07! looks natural, but with 
White unable to threaten anything on 
the f-file, Black has a variety of good re- 
plies: 9..Zbd7 (transposing to note ‘c' to 
the previous move), 9..itb4, or 9..ds! 
= when 10 Zixds Wxd5! or 10 .d2 Zinc3 
11 xc3 Was! is excellent for Black, 
While after 10 Zea Cixe3 21 Wxe3 te7, 
with the dark-squared bishop gone, 
White's attacking potential is signifi- 
cantly reduced. 

'b) 9 94?! is also well met by either 
9.245 oF 9..dtb4 ~ e.g. 10 Jtd3 (or 10 
95 Was! 11 Wt4 Deg 12 dg Oxc3 13 
Wga Ws 14 Wats exfs 15 bxc3 skxc3+ 
04 KTammink ERamirez, correspon 
dence 1983) 10.Wds 11 0-0 Wxf3 12 
Bixf3 0-0 and Black had no problems in 
L.Gardner-1LeBon, Peari 1998. 
9..0bd7 

Other moves: 

a) 9.045?! is now met by 10 0-0!, 
and after 10..Wa7 11 2g5I? (11 Sixds 
exd5 12 04 also comes into considera- 
tion) 11...2xc3 (it is always problematic 
if one moves a piece three times in the 
opening only to exchange it off) 12 bxc3 
-Ad6 13 Whs g6 14 Wha Se7 15 EF6I? 
‘Wa? (15..h6! 16 Rafa Sh7 was the only 
defence) 16 Zaft 0-0 17 Wh6 White duly 
pointed out the weakness of the dark 
squares. in P.leisebein-dunge, corre- 
spondence 1986. The game concluded 
17.247 18 Bx 71 Bx? 19 Boxt7 sknF7 20 
Weh7+ f8 21 het we8 22 2x96 
mate, 

b) 9...4b4 only makes sense if Black 
answers 10 0-0 with 10..Jixc3 (other- 
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wise the white knight will go to e4 leav- 
ing the bishop misplaced on ba), but 
after 21 bxc3 White's pair of bishops is 
certainly worth a pawn. One example fis 
32.00 12 gs Qbd7 13 Wo3 es 
(23..n6? loses to 14 Sixhé Shs 15 Wo4 
Qdf6 16 Ext6t Wxf6 17 Ags) 14 RR 
Wea 15 Wha es 16 Rxf6l Axfs 17 xfs 
xfs 18 Wxh7+ sef8 19 ca sie7 
(19..5e7 20 Wh8 mate) 20 Waf7+ ded6 
21 Sfa exd4 22 Mxf6e hes 23 cxdgy 1.0 
JFelber-M.Luksik, correspondence 2002. 

©) 9..Rd61? develops more actively 
and leaves €7 for the queen, though the 
bishop is then exposed to @c3-e4. For 
example, 10 0-0 We7 (10..0-0 41 f2 
ibd7 12 Hed Fixes 13 Wxed g6 14 Haft 
We7l? 15 Ahé 15 16 AxfB xi8 17 Wes 
5 gave Black fair compensation for the 
exchange in CBlaauw-SZagrebeiny, 
Groningen 1993) 11 4igs ibd7 12 Zies 
0-0-0 (but not 120-07 13 Haet c7 14 
Be2 £08 15 c3 Hed, |,Petzenhauser- 
ABaessler, Schloss Schney 2003, when 
16 We3! would have been very strong) 
13 Qixfé (simply regaining the pawn; 13 
Qxd6+ Wxd6 14 3 would have been 
‘more enterprising) 13..2xf6 14 sixfé 
axfé 15 Wxt6 Zhfé was roughly equalin 
BRiepe-P.kraft, correspondence 2002. 

d) Finally, 9.07 10 0-0 mostly 
transposes to the text; eg after 
10..0d7 or 10..0-0 11 Bf2 Qbd7, 
100-0 

As noted above, 10 0-0-071 is inferior, 
since the lack of pressure on the file 
allows Black to consolidate his defences 
by means of .Od5 again; ie. 10.006! 


the immediate 10.45 is less clear 
after 41 @xds! exd5 312 Bhft, since 
12.2362? loses to 23 stbs+) 13 Rafa (or 
22 Dea Dxeg 12 Axes £5113 Ad3 Weds) 
21 @ibds 12 Meg xe3 13 Axfo+ gxfo 
24 Wxe3 hs 35 WH2 f5 and Black was a 
‘fairly safe pawn up in B.Roos-ESneiders, 
correspondence 1968. 

However, 10 g4l? is a serious alterna- 
‘ve, when Black has tried: 


a) 10-Aids 11-4ixd5 oxds 22 fs £6 
13.95 We7 14 Whs+ 4815 0-00 Ec8 
(25.8771 16 fae e517 ha) 16 gxfé 
2xf6 17 Wif3 and White was better in 
MForman-F.lips, Svetla nad Sazavou 
1995, 

b) 10..00b6 21 95 Ofds 12 ah Wa7 
13-2nd5 @xds 14 Sd? Sb4 (or 14..4b4 
435 ed) 15 c3 dé 16 ha We7 17 0-0-0 
gave White good play for the pawn in 
‘T.Bouguerra-t Lafitte, St Affrique 2000. 

¢) 10,.dLe7 11 0-0-0 0-0 (preparing to 
castle queenside with 21..!#a5 makes 
more sense, but after 12 Rdft Rf8 13 
Ad2 Wo5 14 er 0-0-0 15 g5 Dds 16 
‘Wh5 White won back the pawn and was 
better in “Birchbeer’ 


Teichmann Defence 


Chess Club 1996; while if 11.245, then 
32 4ixd5 cxds 13 Bafa 0-0 24 ha intend- 
ing g4-g5 and Whs with an attack) 12 
95 Dds 13 Axds cxds 14 Whs g6 15 
‘Who Bee 16 df: (threatening 17 =xf7!) 
16.018 17 Wha Ag7 18 Mxf7! (still!) 
38..<%xf7 19 Wxh7 BhB? 20 fa 416 23 
Wxg6+ and White crashed through in 
“BK-Chess"TSawyer, Internet Chess 
Chub 2002. 

4) 10..2tb4 41.95 ds (or 41...8xe34 
42 bxc3 @d5 13 0-0) 12 0-0 0-0 13 Wea 
96 24 Sixds exds 15 Wha Wbs 16 3 
Re7 17 cA (intending 17..,Mixb2 18 Eb1) 
217_Wa6?! (17_15! would avoid what fol- 
lows) 48 b3 Db6? 19 Haft hs (19..Wraz 
‘uns into 20 Bxf7! with a decisive attack) 
20 We dxca 21 bxca Dds 22 Sada Wra2 
23 Bxt7 Db6 24 Lixg6 1-0 PLeisebein- 
H.Baer, correspondence 1998, 

€) 40..n6 can also arise via the 
Seidel-Hall Attack (see note ‘a’ to Black's 
8th move in line B2). After 24 0-0-0 (but 
ot 41.0-07! Wc7 or 14..e7 and Black is, 
better; cf 21 ga?! h6 in the main line) 
11.Rb4 (11.06 is also met by 12 
2es; while if 11.0e7 12 ha ds 13 
Qxds cxds 14 95 hxgs 15 hxgs Rxha 16 
‘Exha 2f8 17 Bfa We7, as in PLeisebein- 
P.Grott, correspondence 1998, then 18 
2d2 with a strong bind; a2-a3, ba and 
iba is one idea) 12 Hes Axed 13 Sixes 
Of6 14 Zhfa He7 15 c4 We7 16 br 
0-0-0 17 Sc2 Hd7 18 dl cxd5 19 cxds 
sebs 20 Het Was 21 dxe6 fxe6 22 Lbs 
a5 23 Ada White had excellent com 
pensation in P.Leisebein-ADyakov, cor- 
respondence 2004, 
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20.87 

Black mostly ‘opts to castle short in 
this line, that being the simplest way to 
defend the weak f7-square. Neverthe- 
less, he sometimes opts to go long or 
seek simplifications with 2b6-d5. For 
example: 

a) 10.26 12 Dee Abds (or 
11..e7 12 cA) 12 gs 27 13 36 18 
8h40-015 Oinfés Sixt 16 22 Ws 17 
Wigs Was 18 Was Des (18967 loses to 
19 Haet and 20 Bxe6l) 19 Saet gave 
White sufficient play in OGrante- 
N.Luzuriaga. correspondence 2000. 

b) 20.87 42 eg (11 a3! is also 
possible, eg. 11..29b6 12 he2 Dbds 13 
Ad2 intending c2-c4, or 12..0-0-0 23 bs 
adi 14 Habs bs 15 cA seas 16 5 
ds 17 dz (6 18 bs with a very strong 
attack, J.Canal Oliveras CSalgado, Sitges 
1996) 11..0-0-0 (11..ike7 12 Rfe trans- 
poses to 11..1Wc7 in the main line) 12 
Bfa e5 (or 12..Wb6 13 igs) 13 dxes 
Axes 14 dines Wxes 15 Axt6 gxfé 16 
Wsf6 was good for White in N.Luzu 
riaga-R Kuni, correspondence 2000. 
a1 nf2t 
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‘As the further course of the main 
line will show, White's future lies on the 
File. At this moment 14 g@2l is incor- 
rect due to 11..n61, when the black king 
can still go long, whereas the white king 
is already committed to the Kingside, 
Then the direct 12 h4 is refuted by 
12.87! 13 2f4 (not 43 5 hxgs 14 
hxgs Wh2 matel) 13.46 14 95 hxgs 
45 hagS Bhd! 16 Sxds Wide 17 22 
Bg4+ 18 2g? fe 19 We2Ziga and Black 
is winning: while 12 Seq Wic7! 13 <3. 
©-0-0 24 442?! (NVovinkina-ten, Is- 
aeli Women's Ch. Ramat Aviv 2004) 
14.95! followed by ..h6-hS would also 
have demonstrated the flaws in White's 
set-up quite convincingly. 
11.00 

Given the potential of White's attack 
it might seem foolish to castle into the 
storm, but Black believes jn his defen- 
sive capabilities. Otherwise he should 
probably take refuge on the other side 
of the board. 

a) 12.Was prepares to castle long, 
but moving the queen to this square 
‘enables White to gain a tempo for his 


attack with b2-b4. For instance, 12 Aeq 
00-0 13 3 Sixes 14 Sxe4 Dif6 15 ba 
Was 26 Bc2 Hea 17 Rd? Was 18 Wer 
-2d6 19 e3 was seen in AGuibert- 
BAuzmendi, San Sebastian 1994, when 
19,.247? (19.1871) 20 Hxf6l gx" 21 04 
forced Black to give up his bishop with 
‘24.2h2+ in order to save his queen. 
Alternatively, there is 12 a3!? 0-0-0 13 
bt, when C.Diebert-8.Gold. correspon- 
dence 1987, continued 13.8hf8 14 b4 
Whs (14..8xa3? 15 Zb3 traps the 
queen) 15.94 Wha, and now 16 bs! c5 17 
1061 Zixb6 (17..26 18 Sxa6! or 17..axb6 
18 fa threatening 19 We6+! bxc6 20 
Bab mate) 18 des @bds 19 bs would 
‘have given White a big advantage. 

b) 11..Wc7 (not mentioned by Lane) 
isbetter, 


although after 12 Med 000 (if 
3240-0 13 ca 5 14 fg €52, as in 
W.Trumpf-M.Sbarra, Genoa 2003, then 
25 digs! threatening 16 @xf6+ Oxxf6 17 
xf dexf6 28 Wea, or 15_fe8 16 ait 
Axfé 17 -d5 with a nice position) 13 ¢3 
(a3 fart e51 14 dxes Dxes 15 Wo3 
@)xe4 16 .2xe4 6 was good for Biack in 


Teichmann Defence 


RKuniPleisebein, correspondence 
2000) 13..Aixed 14 Wed 26 15 WE3 HO 
46 b4 White had reasonable attacking 
chances in. *Cramneck'-"IEB Stuart", 
online game 2002. 


12.006 

Seeking exchanges with Ads yet 
again, The immediate 1224s? runs 
into 13 Wes 27f6 (or 13.96 14 26) 14 
xfs! Dxf6 15 Bxf6 g6 16 Bf and 
White was significantly better in 
JRichwood-R Whitaker, California 1994. 
However, Black has tried numerous 
ether approaches: 

a) 12h6% 13 4e4 was. played in 
KSmet-LFrenzel; correspondence 1980, 
but creating a weakness without being 
provoked is nearly always problematic 
and Black compounded this with 
13..0d5?, when 14.€xh6! axh6 15 Whs 
gave White a dangerous attack. The 
game concluded 15..6g5 16 Sxf7 Bxf7? 
(the preliminary 16...e3+ was essen- 
tial) 17 Wxf71 Gh8 18 2x95 Wo8 19 
Wxd7 Ab6 20 117+ deg7 21 Wre6 1-0. 

b) 42..25 tries to attack the centre; 
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White in return may play 23 5 to line 
up against on h7. Black reacted with 
13..g6 in GHaika-D.amas, correspon 
dence 1997, but after 14 Wf3 Was 15 a3 
exda 16 ixda We7 17 fc4 White had 
quite an initiative for the pawn, The 
game continued 17.06 18 &b3 fds 
19 Wf7+| Zxf7 20 Exf7 4Ad6 (Black has 
to return the queen) 21 Sxc7 Axc7 22 
ies (threatening £f6+) 22.047 23 4 
Rb6 24 c5 Kas 25 Dd6 Bie 26 Dxb7 
c7 27 Ben Rl4 28 f2 Af6 29 Rese 
of7 30 cB and Black resigned. 

¢) 42..c5 also attacks the centre di- 
rectly, and without weakening the king- 
side. in the game “Caissa”-"Terji”, imter- 
net Chess Club 1998, White tried to ink 
tiate an attack with 13 ea cxda 14 
Anda €5 15 e3 Od5 26 £195? Oxe3 27 
Whs, but was rebuffed by 17.h6 18 
Is7 Wb6 19 Zife Axfé 20 Wo6 Dxf7 22 
Wei7+ Sh8 22 Wigs Agd+ 23 tha DB 
0-1 instead, 16 2c4l would have led to 
unclear play; e.g. 16.2xe3 17 Sxf7+ 
Sh 18 Wxe3 Oif6 19 Sb3 Axes 20 
Tf8+ SixfB 21 Wxeg Wage 22 Wis 
exd4 23 BT b6 with equality. 

d) 12...2e80? is an interesting idea by 
BDG aficionado, Newton Grant. Black 
plans to block all threats against h7 by 
13..g6 and then filling in the hole with 
his knight; eg. 13 Weg g6 14 Rh6 Dg7 
and White has no obvious way forward. 
So it may be better to play 13 Be4!? g6 
14 2h6 Ag7 15 Wa (15 9421 f5 16 Ag3 
gS! 17 Sixg7 xg7 18 He2 Dife 19 ¢3 
fxg4 20 hxg4 W6 was good for Black in 
RVogel-V.lazarey, German League 
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2002), when RRittenhouse-N.Grant, 
correspondence 1990, continued 
25..Wb8 16 Wd2 bsi? (16..f5 17 Zg5 
Was 18 Leg £xg5 19 2xq5 gained the 
‘two bishops in .Mingos-W.Simpson, 
correspondence 1997) 17 Wc3 6 18 
sha (28 ds e5 19 d6 dB is also quite 
‘unclear) 18..b4 19 Wes Bac8 20 c3 5 24 
xcs Dxc5 22 Wad, But now Black bhun- 
dered with 22..e5?? 23 Wxes @ge6 24 
4c4 and had to resign, whereas 
22.25! 23 Bxf8 RxfB 24 Bs Rds 
‘would still have left all to play for. 

€) 12..f¥a5 allows the queen to in- 
fluence matters along the fifth rank, 
which proves surprisingly effective: 


e1) 13 g4 cst (but not 13..h6? 14 ha 
€S? 15 95 hxg5 16 hxgs cxd4, as in 
E.Diemer-Gereben, Zwolle 1959, due to 
17 gxf6! dxe3 18 h7+! and wins) 14 g5 
eda 15 Sxd4 (not now 15 gxfé? dxe3) 
15..1Wxg5+ 16 Zg2 Wha! (16..Whs7? 17 
Bxg7+ iéxg7 18 WxhS 1-0 EJ.Diemer- 
lange, correspondence 1954) 17 Sie4 
‘Gh8 and White is struggling to show 
anything, Afler 18 Jif2 Whs 19 Wg3 B98 
20 2g5 h6 21 Dea Wes White had al- 


ready had enough in $Wead-T-Sawyer, 
correspondence 1995. 

€2) 13 a3 Zad8 14 Seq (24 Wa3!?) 
24Pxe4 15 Wxeq Whs 16 94 leads to 
similar problems after 16..,ha! (rather 
than 16..W8xh3 17 Bh2 Wg3+ 18 Bg2 
Wh4 19 ha %- ERasmussen- 
MSaunders, correspondence 1993), 
when the queen is not easily dislodged; 
eg. 17 Bf 26 18 Wes ds 19 Was 
25! 20 Sf2 (or 20 Rd? a6) 20.86 24 
«a7? fal with strong counterplay. 

3) 13 Wg3I? may be the best move, 
threatening 14 2h6 2e8 15 Wo4 fol- 
lowed by 16 Wed (and if 15...2df6, then 
26 Bxfé! ixf6 17 Bxf6). Here Black can 
easily run into difficulties; eg. 13.68? 
14 Wh4 hS 45 gl Oixg4 16 Bxe7, or 
23.Ad5? 24 Bxh7+! sexh7 15 Bxt7; or 
13..Wba? 14 Wha Sfes (14,.n6 15 £xh6!) 
15 Des Ad5 16 Dg5 hé 17 c3!; or if 
13.5? then 14 We7!. However, after 
33.051 14 Wa4 Zhe it is hard to see 
anything better than repeating position 
with 15 Wg3 (if 15 Wha then 15..hs}). 
33 De4h 

Pre-empting Black's plan of exchang- 
‘ng pieces by moving them away. Die- 
‘mer’s own 33 g4 is inferior: 23..Obd5 
(not 13..2fd5? due to 14 Wea f5 15 
Bxe6s oF 14..96 15.2h6 with a clear ad 
wantage) 14 g5 (after the belated 14 Zea 
Qxe3 15 Wes Dds 26 Wer, as in 
TSawyer-P.laflamme, correspondence 
1989, then 16..!ba! is good for Black: 
€g, 17 ct bs 18 b3 Sha 19 fq 
rds 20 deha Wes 21 Exh? Bxt7 22 
et7 ds) 14..xe3 15 gxt62! (but after 


Teichmann Defence 


15 Bxe3 Dds 16 Weg g6 17 hg Oxc3 18 
bxc3 Ws White had nothing much to 
speak of cither in P.Cody-Miarzelere, 
correspondence 1992) 15...xf6! (not 
15..xfa? 16 Sixh7+ dexh7 17 Whs+ tg8 
48 fxg7 thxg7? 19 Bg2v Ags 20 Fxg5+ 
s&f6 21 Wha, when White was successful 
‘in EL.Diemer-Guglielmoni, Rastatt 1954) 
216 Wxe3 Lixd4 17 Wes 96 18 tha Axt2 
19 Zixf2 We7 was very good for Black in 
Slange-MFrei, correspondence 2006, 
who has a rook and three safe pawns for 
the bishop and knight. 


43.2145 is also viable since Wes is 
not possible, but 14 Whs! gives White 
sufficient play: 

a) 14.96 15 Wh6 @xe3 16 Lxf7! 
Ex 17 Ext? xt7 18 Wrh7+ £8 (not 
18..ve87? 19 Dif6+! Sixf6 20.L.x96+ and 
mates) 19 Wh8+ £f7 20 Wh7+ &f8 with 
‘a draw by perpetual check. 

b) 24..f5 15 Ags Axgs 16 fixgs Wd6 
173, andif 17..c5 18 dxc5 Wxc§ 19 Zet 
Bae8, then 20 dLxfs! g6 21 dxg6! Wxf2+ 
22 Bh2 BI7 (or 22..hxg6 23 Wxg6+) 23 
Axh7+ Exh7 24 Wg64! ig7 25 Wres+ 
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Dh (25.8487! 26 WxfBs xf 27 Sh6) 
26 ihs+ draws again, 
14 ida 

This “looks a good way to maintain 
the tension,” wrote Lane Certainly not 
14 gS? which runs into 24,.2471 15 
2d6? (but 15 Whs f5, and 15 h4 f5 16 
Wha 47f, and 15 Waa fs 16 Zhe Sf6 
are good for Black too) 15..x95 16 
\xt7 e717 Whs Gh6 18 Oxh6s gxh6 
19 Who Sixf2 20 Zixf2 fe with an eas- 
ily winning position in tArgandona 
Riveiro-O.Komeev, San Sebastian 2000, 
though White played on against the 
grandmaster for another 32 moves! 
14...'0d7 

Not 14..2b4?? which loses to the 
familiar 15 Qxt6+ gxf6 (15...0xf6 drops 
the knight on b4) 16 Sxh7+! Sxh7 17 
Whs+ sega 28 Ra f5 19 Haf3 and mates. 
instead, 14..2id7 15 c4 Zic7 (15..2b4 16 
kb) 16 4 c5? 47 Aid6 cxdg 18 Dxb7 
Wes was played in BKnapper- 
\.Rekhson, Edmonton 2004, when 19 
8.46! would have been quickly decisive. 
25 ga Sie8 26 Zics! xcs 17 dxcs 8 28 
‘Wea g6 19 =f3 We7 20 b4 
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White's two bishops and dark square 
control provide more than enough 
‘compensation for the pawn. W.Hahn- 
D.kuerten, correspondence 2007, con- 
tinued: 
20..b5 24 a4 a6 22 Jih6 2g7 23 axbs 
axbs 24 Wer fs?! 

impatiently trying to free his posi- 
tion. Black would have done better to 
maintain his defences with 24.f6, fol- 
Towed by ..F7. 

25 ext Dxt5? 

Compounding the error. After 
25..exf5 26 Wxe7 Dine 27 c4 bxc4 28 
S.xe4+ s2h8 White has good play includ- 
‘ing a potential passed pawn after b4-bs, 
‘but Black might still hope to defend. 

26 Sixf5 Pixs 27 22 e5 28 xfs! 

Returning the exchange to open up 
the black king. 
28..gxf5 29 Exfs Des 30 ica Wes 32 
Egs+ Sf7 32 Bi2+ Se7 33 ca! 


The point of this move, clearing the 
second rank for the queen, is seen at the 
end of the game. 
33..bxCA 34 Sg7+ ded8 35 Ag+ De7 36 
Wa2lt0 


Black has no defence to the invasion 
on) the queenside; e.g, 36.WcB 37 bs! 
‘cab5 (or 37...b7 38 b6) 38 a7 Wes 39 
6 Wb 40 1xe7+ Bxe7 41 Wa5+ eB 42 
Wa8+ Was 43 DgB+ and wins. 


Summary 
The Teichmann Defence is an aggressive 
way of meeting the Blackmar-Diemer 
Gambit. Following 6 h3 Black should 
take on £3, since retreating to hs allows 
White to target the bishop with 7 94 
2g6 8 4)e5 and a rush by the h-pawn. In 
the case of 6.L.xf3 7 Wxf3 c& White has 
several distinct alternatives: 

8 gAl? is the Seidel-Hall Attack which 


Teichmann Defence 


offers another pawn, although Black is 
‘not always inclined to take it since this 
provides White with a dangerous initia- 
tive. More common is 8..26, but as Le- 
isebein has shown in numerous games 
White can play for a win without taking 
too many risks. 

The lines where White protects his d- 
pawn are more solid. Ciesielski’s 8 Wf2, 
however, is a bit tame and Black can 
erect a solid position without difficulty, 
The Classical Variation 8 2.e3 is better ~ 
as in the Seidel-Hall Attack White ap- 
plies pressure on the black kingside, 
even though he does so in a slower 


manner. 


275 


1.44 d5 2 €4 dxeg 3 Dic3 Hif6 4 £3 exf3 


At present the inconspicuous 5..c6, 
which constitutes the Ziegler Defence, is 
the most critical system against the 
Blackmar-Diemer. Numerous books and 
articles (to name a few: Shopping for a 
Tombstone by IM Andrew Martin; Death 
to the Blackmar-Diemer Gambit by IM 
Kevin Denny: and the relevant section of 
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> ‘Chapter Twelve A 
Ziegler Defence 


IM Jovanka Houska's Play the Caro- 
arm) have chosen it as the antidote ~ 
and with good reason: in many cases 
Black reaches a solid position which can 
he compared to a Caro-Kann Defence, 
the “only” difference being that Black 
has an extra pawn. Over previous dec- 
ades numerous players have searched 
for new resources for White, though it is 
only in recent years that the investiga- 
tion has picked up pace. 

Sut before we dive into the theoreti- 
cal discussion, | would like to make an 
honorary mention. As | already pointed 
cout in the introduction, Diemer made a 
habit of naming various lines after op- 
ponents who first employed them 
against him. This case is no different, 
‘but as it was Gerhart Gunderam who 
contributed most of the basic theory (as 
he did for the whole complex involving 


\ie8-5 and ..c7-c6), 5..c6 should prop 
erly be known as the “Gunderam De- 
fence”. | only stuck to the name 
“Ziegler” for two reasons: firstly, to 
avoid confusion with the “other” Gun- 
deram Defence (5...f5) from Chapter 
410; and secondly as a reference point to 
‘make it easier for readers to conduct 
their own research on the following 
tines. 

But now for the theory! After 5..c6 
White has two main continuations: 


ears 


White sometimes plays 6 2es(?!) 
when 6..0f5 transposes into the Gun- 
deram Defence (jine 8 in Chapter 20) or 
else to line At below after 7 Sc4 6 8 
(0-0, But Black can try for more with 
6..2iba7! 7 WEE Axes (or 78S! 8 
Bet 26 9 We? Dixes 10 dxes Dds as in 
‘Mengel-HWarzecha, correspondence 
41996) 8 dxes “ig4 9.84 95! (Gunderam) 
10 Ad? £e6 110-00 ig7 12 x05 Was 
13 Af Zxes 14 Wo3 Og6 and Black 
was clearly better in MPreussner- 
EPopoy, correspondence 2007, 


Ar6 Deg 

6 ct is most common move and 
therefore the most important; even 
‘more so as Black can more or less force 
this position by adopting the O'Kelly 
move order (4..c6 5 hea exf3 6 Zxf3) 
from Chapter 5 


Ziegler Defence 


bits 

‘The most consistent (and Caro-kKann- 
like) reply. instead: 

a) 6..iga? is a mistake due to7 Bes! 
(or just 7 xf7+ sbxf7 8 Des+ and 9 
Qxg4) 7.826 (not 72s? 8 Wyhs! 
2ixhs 9 Sxt7 mate) 8 Sxe6 fxe6 9 0-0 
and White is clearly better; e.g. 9..bd7 
10 Af Dxes 11 dxe5 g6 12 Ded 2g7 
13 Digs ds 14 Wa3 0-015 ca Wd7 16 
‘Gh3 2h8 17 Deeb Sf7 18 Bf3 h6 19 
Bafa gS 20 WES g7 21 Dxg7 Hxg7 22 
Wxd7 Find7 23 Axg7 1-0 CDiebert- 
‘TFisher, Ohio 1990. 

) 626 safeguards the f7-square in 
the styie of the Euwe Defence (5..e6), 
but in that case Black's counterplay is 
‘mostly based on’ .c7-c5, whereas here 
he has spent a move with his c-pawn 
already, One example: 70-0 e7 8 figs 
Qba7 9 Wer 0-0 10 Ld3! g6%! (20..c5 
would actually transpose to Chapter 8, 
specifically note ’bas’ after 8 0-0 in line 
43, but this is good for White too) 11 
Wh4 Res 12 Des Axes 13 des Dhs 14 
Bea Lxgs 15 Axgs Bf 16 gd What 17 
hg? 15 18 exfé Dxf6 (or 18_2xt6 19 
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skxg6l hxg6 20 Hadi) 19 des 2% 
S.Ryabov-LGarder, Novosibirsk 2007, 
though White is much better, eg. 
19.,.8d7 20 Bada We7 21 Exfel Exfe 22 
xh. 

c) 6..2ibd7 makes more sense, since 
sXfs-c4 is inferior in the Schlutter De- 
fence (5..\bd7; see note ‘c’ at the be- 
ginning of Chapter 7), Then again, after 
7 0-041b6 8 kbs (8 2432 g69 Wes 297 
10 Wha sg4 gave Black a good Bogol- 
jubow Defence in F.Berkes-P.Varga, Sal- 
gotarjan 1997) 8..e6 (or &.Mbds 9 
Dxds| oxds 10 Des a6 11 WPS €6 12 c4 
intending sia4+) 9 Wet, White can now 
answer 9uc5 by 10 dxc5! bxcs+ 11 Shi, 
before proceeding with standard attack- 
ing ideas of 495, Wha, Sada, ete. 

d) 6..b5I? és another idea entirely. 


Black plans to develop the light- 
squared bishop actively on the a6-fi 
diagonal after 7 2b3 bs 8 Der 226, 
when White is in a bit of a mess; e.g. 9 
es e6 10 0-0 (ar 10 c4 bxc3 11 bxe3 
db! 12 eq Axed 13 Bxca Dbd7 14 
44 '8c7 25 0-0 0-0 with a clear plus for 
Black, MPaflen-JSHansen, correspon- 
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dence 1991) 20,.d6 11 Wet Sxe5 12 
dkes Yig4 13 2f4 Dd7 14 Bda WhE+ 15 
Shi 0-0-0 16 c4 DAdxes 17 3 Sxda 18 
xd Dez 19 WAS AsKe4 20 Bxc4 
\xce 0-1 EsDiemer-PStader, corre- 
spondence 1954. 

In view of this White should prefer 7 
2d3!, when it is not clear that Black's 
extra ..b7-b5 on line B actually helps his, 
position at all. For instance, 7..ga 8 
0-0 (or 8 h3 first) 8..06 (not 8.Axf3 9 
‘Wxi3 Wrdae 10 hal, when 10.14. 
Tuns into 11 Wyxga @xga 12 @xbs! cxbs 
13 Red) 9 £e3 Dbd7 10 Wes dxf 12 
‘Bxf3 dé 12 Wha Hck 13 Safi and 
White had good play in “Lullo”"Peze”, 
online game 2002, 

70-0 

7 Des e6 8 0-0 transposes to Hine AL 
below. 8 947! is sometimes played in- 
stead but this is incorrect. For one thing, 
after B.iig6 White's light-squared 
bishop is misplaced on 4 (it should be 
‘on g2 or 43}. For another, Black also has 
8.247! 9 gxts Wha 10 eft Axes 14 
4He2 (or 12 dxes Wxc4) 11.9h3+ 12 
‘agi (or 12 et Se7) 12.,exf5 with a 
clear advantage; eg. 13 igs 16 14 
4ah5+7 ds (or 14..g6 15 sexf6 Sh6!) 15 
fg Sbd7 16 dves?? Lest On 
EJDiemer-G.Gunderam, _correspon- 
dence 1983, 

| would like to append a very recent 
plan with 7 4g5!? which appeared in 
Stefan Blicker's ChessCafe column Over 
the Horizons (March 2009). The move 
itself is not new, but it was previously 
thought that Black could solve his prob- 


lems after 7..€6 (7..2ibd7 is inaccurate 
sirice White can play 8 We2 26 9 0-0-0 
kbs 10 451; e.g. 20..We7 11 Dds Sxc3 
12 dxcG Qxb2¥ 13 dexb2 bucé 14 Zxf5 
exis 15 Wxe7+ thxe7 16 hers £18 17 
Rf4 \b6 18 Lab with a very nice end. 
game Bicker) and now: 


Ziegler Defence 


go to d3, clearing the first rank for 
‘queenside castling and casting an eye at 
96 (which might allow a sacrifice on 6 
at one time or another). White intends 
to follow up with h2-h4 and Zh3-f3, re- 
inforcing the third rank while tying 
Black to the defence of the f7-pawn. 
Biicker now gives two lines of analysis: 


a) 8 0-0 transposes to 8 Sigs in the 
main tine. 

b) 8 We2 is met by the well-timed 
8._b4l, when White is not ready with 
44-45 and cannot really castle to the 
queenside as this would allow Black to 
ruin his pawn structure without signifi- 
cant compensation. Therefore 9 0-0 is 
the lesser evil, but after 9..0-0 10 Sha 
Sbd7 11 Hes Was 12 axf6 Oxi 13 94 
Dxgal? (13.Axc3 14 gxfs xda or 
13.896 are quite safe) 14 Qixga Axc3 
15 bxe3 Wxe3 16 Des Wd4 Black had 
four pawns for the piece in P.Stamner- 
Risch, correspondence 2980. 

€) 8 Dal? hg6 9 2ixg6 hxg6 10 ds 
fs the new idea, which Bicker says 
comes from GM Lev Gutman. 

With the opposing light-squared 
bishop gone the white queen is free to 


a) 1.Re7 12 0.00 Sbd7 (or 
12.245 12 Gxe7 Dxe7 13 Dea with 
compensation) 12 hal? a5 {or 12..b5 13 
b3 a5 14 a4 bs 25 Ped) 13 Rb3-“b6 
14.a4 Dbds 15 &b1 Wic7 16 Zhi, when 
“the position is roughly balanced” 
(Backer). 

@) 10.85 11 hal Dbd7 
(21. ixgs?? 12 bags Exhi+ 13 fer 
‘Exa1 fs probably insufficient, as after 14 
axfé the white queen can easily pene- 
trate Black’s position, eg, 14..gxf6 15 
51 oF 14.0547 15 Axe6 fre6 16 Dds! 
xd5 17 WhbS+ etc; on the other hand 
12.1815 12 Wes Wxc2? 13 0-0, threaten- 
ing dixe6 and Sfz, should be very good 
for White as well; or 11...2b4 12 Aves} 
fxe6? 23 Wxg6+ Wf8 14 0-0 and wins) 12 
0-0.00.0-0 13 We2 Abs 14 Ihh3 ("so far 
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analysis by Gutman”) 14..)b6 15 £b3 
Bd7 16 a3 £06 27 Bf3 Abds 18 Ziaa! 
and "White has sufficient play for the 
pawn’ (Biicker). 

Practical tests in this line are cer- 
tainly welcome! in the same article 
Biicker also investigates the ramifica- 
tions of 7 av? Oxgq (7.Axga? 8 
Sxt74!) 8 4)h4 — but for that | will refer 
you to the ChessCafe.com website! 

Tout 

The immediate 7...96 is also play- 
able, though | don't see how Black prof- 
its from the reversed move order. True, 
hhe can now answer 8 Zie5 by 8.Sibd7, 
rather than $..e6 transposing to line A2, 
but it hardly matters since the latter is 
dood for Black anyway. On the other 
hand, if White steers for the Alchemy 
Variation (line A2) after 8 Tie2, Black has 
nothing better than to comply with 
8.26 (when 9 Af 2d6I 10 gS is the 
main Tine), since delaying 27-26 by 
means of 8..2ibd7 9 Zif4 b6 19 b3 
only leads him into inferior variations: 


a) 10.bd5 gives White several 
‘moves to choose from: 
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at) 14 c4?l Zinta 12 xt 06 13 d5 is 
a bit rash, as after 13.2c5+ 14 hi 0-0 
White hardly has anything for the pawn, 

a2) 11 Dixds Dixds 12 c4 “Af 13.4521 
61 should also be avoided, as neither 14 
dxe6 Ac5+ 15 Shi Wxd1 16 Bxda fires, 
nor 14 We2 £c5+ 15 dha 0-0 16 dxes 
eB 17 exf7+ (or 17 Dgs fre 18 Axes? 
We7 19 Hea £f7) 17..,Axf7 leads to any- 
thing either. 

a3) 11 Dxg6 hxg6 12 c4l is best, 
when White can be quite satisfied since 
it is unclear what Black has achieved 
‘other than wasting time with his knight. 
But not 12 Des e6 13 947! de 14 Wha? 
because of 14..b6! and White cannot 
defend all his weaknesses, 

bj Should Black decide to play 10.06 
after all, then 11 2g5 reaches an Al 
chemy Variation (see note ‘c3" to Black’s 
th move in tine A2}, although White 
can try other moves here: 

bt) The piece sacrifice 11 £xe6 is in- 
teresting but not entirely correct: 
11fxe6 12 Sixes We8 (better than 
12.1867! 13 Sei Sf7 14 Af4 Wha 15 
b3!?, eg. 15.898 16 a3 We3 17 Haz 
Deg 18 Des Re8 19 xg6! Exes 20 
2xh8 Sxhs 21 Be3 Was 22 c4 with an 
edge for White) 13 Wet $f7 14 thé 
Sg8! (but not 14..bd57! 15 c4 Der 
16 Dese! ig’ 17 Dg4 and Black has 
problems) 15 Sixg7 suxg7 16 @xg7, and 
now Black doesn't need to play 
36.texg7 17 He7+ (which would give 
White attacking chances) but has the 
cool 16.1841, when it is hard to find 
way for White to proceed. 


b2) 11 Het 2f5! makes use of the 
fact that the white rook has left the f- 
file. After 12 Pigs @bd5 13 Aixds Sixds, 
14 Wf3 W6 Black has covered every- 
‘thing and rernains a pawn up. 

bb3) 11. es is best met by 11.2.6! 
12 2\fxg6 (or 12 We2 dixes 13 des 
Wda+ 14 whi Dea intending ..Wxes) 
12..hxg6 13 WF3 We? 14 2t4 \bd7 15 
Baer Gixes 16 dxes shes 17 tha Bds 
with a solid position for Black. 

ba) 11 4 is the most energetic alter- 
native, which gains space and takes d5 
away from the black knights. 


This has been heavily analysed at the 
ChessPublishing.com forum; here are 
just a few variations: 

41) 12..8e7 12 Wer (12 agi? is a 
suggestion by Schoupal, who gives the 
sample line 12...8e4 43 a5 Abd7 14 
B95 fs 15 c5 digg 16 Wel 0-0 17 h3 
BFS 18 g4 with a clearly better position 
for White) 12..0-0.13 2xg6 hxg6 14 Jefe 
65.15 dxcs dixcs+ 26 tha We8 17 Bada 
We6 18 Mes Wea 19 Wad? with an active 
position for the pawn. 

42) 44..We7 12 ¢5 @bd5 13 Des 
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e7 (or 13.Pinh4 14 xt WaB 15 41? 
£27 16 a5 a6 with compensation - 
Schoupal) 14 Wet 2f5 15 Wer Was 
(15..0-0%1 would allow 16 g4! 2g6 17 
gs! Dd7 18 Dexgs hxgs 19 wg2i? 
@xta+ 20 2xf4 WdB 21 ha with good 
attacking chances) 16 94 @xtq 17 Ext, 
ig6 18 WHR TFB 19 h4 Bids (19..hd721 
is better for White after 20 @xd7 Wxa7 
21 hs gs 22 hxgs skxfg 23 xfs 
Wxda+ 24 e3) 20 hs Dixfs 21 Wt 16 
22 Oxg6 e5 23 Wes hxg6 24 Wrg6+ ed7 
25 e3 Wee 26 WFS+ sic7 27 dxe5 b6 28 
Wh7 2xc5 29 Wxg7+ We7 30 Wxe7+ 
kxe7 31. Sfi fires 32 6 Had8 33 g5 1-0 
was a ChessPublishing.com test game. 
Returning to 7.06: 


There are now two ideas worth ex- 
amining: . 


W895 282 
aa 8 Dgs 287, 


8.495 is too quiet to cause Black any 
serious problems; eg. 8..te7 9 We2 (9 
Dh4? Axcrl, or 9 Des 0-0 but not 
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9..Qba7? 10 2o7!) 9..0-0 10 Bada. (af- 
ter 10 Haea Dbd7 "White has very Tittle 
to. show for the pawn” - Houska) 
10..8bd7 14 Des Axes 12 dxes and 
now, rather than 12.245? 13 Dads 
cxd5 14 xe? Wxe7 25 Aixds! £xc2 16 
Wre2 exds 47 Sxd5 ad8 28 Rfda Bxds 
19 Exds Md8 Y¥%2 CH.Alexander- 
H.Golombek, British Ch., Nottingham 
1946, simply 12.447 would have been 
good for Black, 


This is the old main line. The main 
ideas of 8 ies are a direct assault at £7 
and the possibility of removing Black's 
light-squared bishop (once on g6), but 
ultimately this should not be good 
enaugh for White, as the following 
analysis will show: 

Bdhg6 

The best move, with which Black ac- 
knowledges the threat to f7. 

The careless 8..\bd7? would allow 9 
Rxfsl exf5 (or 9..2ixes? 10 Exes) 10 
xf7 and wins; while blocking the a2-g8 
diagonal with 8..d5? runs into 9 Dixds 
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‘exds (or 9.,exd5 10 Exf5) 10 &b5+ be7 
44 GS y6 12 Sxf7+! Rxf7 13 Bxf7+ 
dé 14 2a followed by 15 Aca mate, 
EJ.Diemer-Gualielmoni, Rastatt 1954. 

R.2xc271, on the other hand, has 
been subject to numerous analytical 
discussions. Surprisingly, this move was 
accompanied by an exclamation mark 
in Gary Lane's 2008 book The Greatest 
Ever Chess Tricks and Traps, but in this 
he gives only 9 Wxc2(?!) Wxd4+ 10 tha 
‘Wexes 11.214 Was(?!); eg, 12 Wb3 (or 12 
Axe6!? fxe6 13 Wh3) 12.Wb6 13 Lve6! 
‘Wxb3 14 Axb3 Abs 15 Maes 8 16 a3 
£07 17 Dea Dine? (17_P\bd7 18 gs 
ics is better) 18 Bxes Bd7 19 Rd6! 1-0 
ACompton-AJain, Portsmouth 2006. 

Instead, 11..WeS! is a much stronger 
defence; for example, 12 8b3 (12 Rxe6? 
fxeé 13 b3 can now be met by 
13..We7!; or if 12 Sag We7 13 Bada, as 
in RRittenhouse-P.Carson, correspon 
dence 1970, then 13..bd71 14 a6 
‘Wxd6 15 Exd6 xd6 with more than 
enough for the queen) 12.Abd7 13 
Waxb7 Dae 14 Ac7 Sd6! 15 Axd8 was 
played in M.Kaser-P-Stader, correspon- 
dence 1987, and now Volker Hergert (in 
his book Die O'Xelly-Verteidigung im 
Blackmar-Diemer-Gambit) shows that 
Black could already have taken a draw 
with 25...85 (instead of 15,..0xd8?) 16 
h3 (not 16 93? Jixg3) 16..Wes 17 Sgt 
2c5¢ 18 hi Ad6 etc, and might well 
have tried for mare with 17...8exd8. 

But all this js irrelevant because it 
has long been known that 8..0xc2 is 
dubious due to 9 2x7! (as Lane himself 


gave in his 1995 book on the opening) 
and then: 


a) 9.2xd2 10 Yds sexd8 12 Bx 
@ds 12 Het leads to an endgame in 
which White has much the better 
chances: 

‘at) 12.647 23 fa eS (13.2326? is 
bad because of 14 Bf7+ 2e7 15 Oixds 
exes 16 Sg5 dxca 17 Exe7+) 14 gsi? 
(probably better than the usual 14 
2d); the main idea can be seen after 
2A.-H6 (or 14,.dte7 15 2xe7 Gxe7 16 
Bae Hc7 17 Me4! and Black cannot 
prevent both 18 ics and 18 2g5) 15, 
Rd2 27 46 Baet 2c7 17 Sf bas 18 
4bxa6 Axa 19 Bxe6 Sed7 when White 
has the additional resource 20 Zg6I. 

a2) 12.Sb¢ 13 Hxe6 4\xc3 14 bxc3 
(or 14 a3!? ~ Emanuel; eg. 14.845 15 
Bd? Der) 16 Sxe2 dixd2 17 Bxd2 Hd7 
38 dS with the initiative) 14.2xc3 15 
495+ and White has excellent play for 
the pawn, as seen after 25..dvc8 (or 
15.527 16 Re7+ skd6 17 Rd1 he 18 
Me6+ td7 19 fa Bes 20 Rd6+ we7 21 
Hd3 Aba 22 He3+ 18 23. Di6+ 1-0 
GWelling-Wrobel, Luxembourg 1982) 
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26 Edi he 17 Sf4 bs 18 e2 Bfe 19 
Se5 RI] 20 BeS+ Stb7 21 213 a5 22 
Ans g6 23 Lixg6 Bd7 24 ea dia? 25.94 
1-0 LRichter Mendaw-E-Sneiders, corre- 
spondence 1973 

b) 9..:bxf7 is sharper, which means 
that a bil more theoretical knowledge is 
needed. 10 Wg4? is countered by 
10..Wd6! (Welling); eq. 11 S.g5 \bd7 
12 Ef2 (or 12 Baer Hes) 12..0b6 13 
Mafs 2ixc4 14 Exf6+ gxfé 15 xf stg7! 
26 Exe6 hs! 0-1 W.Clews-ADearniey, 
correspondence 1995; while Hardy's 
idea 10 &xe6+?! sexes 11 Wxc2 fails to 
21.071 (rather than 11..Wxdqe?! 12 
seha Wg4? 13 Wb3e! Qd5 14 Minds xd 
15 Wxb7 26 16 WI7+ des 17 614+ 1-0 
in OHardy-K.Keeling, Yorkshire 1997) 12 
2q5 cB {or 42...8€7 ~ Schoupal) 13 45 
46! (Biicker) and Black defends, 

The correct continuation is Biicker's 
40 Wxc2 Wrd4+ 11 Se3! (this comes 
easily to a King’s Gambit player) 
14.Sixe3+ (21_Hixca? 12 BAS Ha 13 
‘Bad! traps the queen) 12 hi, when it 
seems that Black has no satisfactory 
defence: 
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ba) 12.0e7 13 Haer Wag (or 
33..lc5) and now, rather than take on 
6 immediately, White 14 We2) He 15 
Wxe6 Wd7 16 Wes Bf8 17 Ba Dds 18 
Rfer Bfs 19 Wxg7 kedB 20 F\xd5 exds 21 
Axds Xd6 22 Wh6 Sxds 23 Sxds Sc7 
24 Hedi and White went on to win in 
the game F.Caire-8.knoppel, correspon- 
dence 2006. 

ba) 42..b5 13 Rae Wxe1 14 Exet 
‘bxch appears to get enough for the 
queen, but due to the undeveloped 
state of the black pieces White is stil 
able to build up a strong attack after 15, 
eg Mbd7 16 4\g5+. Should Black apply 
the emergency brake with 13.15, 
then 14 Rxe6+ $e8 15 bal WE (or 
15..Wxb4 16 @xbs!) 16 Exté! gxf6 17 
2d5! Wde 18 Dc7+ SAB 19 Dixbs és an- 
other beautiful iustration of White's 
possibilities inthis Hine. 

'b3) 12..s%e8, trying to bring his maj- 
esty into safety, doesn’t work either: 
after 13 Eaet Wa5 (or 13..Wcs 14 Deg 
Qxeq 15 Wxeg bd8 16 Wreé ¥c7 17 
f7+ skb6 48 He3 and wins - Emanuel) 
14 ied Axed 15 Wxeg Stb4 16 Wxes+ 
dB 17 a3! White has a winning posi- 
tion, 

‘b4) 12...8d6 13 Baer Gh6 (threaten- 
ing ..lWh2 mate: instead 13..Wda al- 
lows 14 Gieal tes 15 Dgs+ te7 16 
£xe6 and White is winning in all lines; 
e.g, 16..Wd6 17 Ws, or 16..e8 17 43 
‘Wxb2 18 Wes+ Sd8 19 Dxes Exe6 20 
WYB+, of 16.Abd7 17 Sxd7 Bxd7 18 
‘Bf7+ eB 19 Eda Wha 20 Df3 sexf7 24 
@xha ~ analysis by Emanuel) 
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14 S.xe6+ (14 h3 may be even better: 
14.WQ6 15 Rxe6+ 18 16 Deq Bb4 17 
ifs Wh6 18 a3! dxe1 19 Wes+ des 20 
@d6+ &48 22 Wes 1-0 LTinture- 
MDunwoody, correspondence 2004) 
14.28 (14..<Se8? 15 HH3+ bd 16 Hes 
wins at once) 15 g4l (but not 15 SLh3 
Bab 16 Deg Sba 17 We4 Bxer Yrs 
HSchulz-U.Gohia, correspondence 2004) 
25..2ia6 (15.4 is also met by 16 gst 
Wigs 17 Dies Was 18 Zs gxfé 19 Wa2 
e520 Bhs He7 21 ba Ws 22 D4 and 
wins; while 25..Wxh2+ 16 Wich Sxh2 
17 Exh 6 18 BcB a5 19 Deg Bay? 20 
26 S298 21 Ze7 is disastrous for Black; 
in this line 29..<be7! 20 Axfé+ &a8 21 
d5| cxds 22 2xb7 Ba7 23 Bf d7 24 
Suxd5 95 is more tenacious, though 
White should still win) 16 gs! Wxg5 17 
Sieg Wg6 (17..ib4 is answered by 18 
War Wes 19 Dxd6, while 17..Wh6 18 
Qxd6 5d8 fails to 19 We2! and the 
bishop’s retreat towards b3 will be deci- 
sive) 18 fs WH7 19 Oxd6 Wd5+ 20De4 
Bek 21 Rd1 Wes 22 W3 Zcs 23 xcs 
Wecs 24 Hd7! Be7 25 Md8+ Res 26 
Zxe8+ xed 27 Webs We7 28 We8+ Was 


29 Rei+ Sf7 30 Wxb7+ Sf 32 Whar 

‘f7 32 e6+ and White wins (as ana- 

lysed by Bicker in Kaissiber 1/98) 
Returning to. g6: 


9gatt 

The most direct move, but ultimately 
it doesn't work. However, the alterna- 
tives are hardly satisfactory either: 

a) 9 2xg6 is in general unnecessary 
before the knight is challenged, al- 
though 9..hxg6 10 tgs “bd? is only a 
minor transposition in this case. Then 
Maser PWemer, correspondence 
1989, continued 11 Wd3 Re7 (avoiding 
411..0d6 42 h4 fc7 which gave White 
the chance to play 13 xe6!? Ah2+ 14 
h1 0-0? 15 bs with clear advantage 
in BKnapper-BStenback, correspon: 
dence 1997; 14..0-0-0! would have been 
a better idea, but not 13.fxe6? 14 
Weg6+ sef8 15 Des which obviously 
Teads to a very dangerous attack) 12 
‘Qe2 (now 12 S.xe6?! feb 13 Wxg6+ 218 
{s less tempting with the f6-knight en- 
joying additional support; and 12 Flaet 
Was 13 ha 0-0-0 offers White nothing 
either) 22..Ads 13 Axe? (13 WS ski6) 
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13..Wxe7 14 Kaet Wd6 15 Wg3 Wxg3 16 
2xg3 e7, and it was quite miraculous 
to me that White managed to salvage a 
draw in the endgame, 

b) 9 4495 is the most common move 
here but has the problem that White 
doesn't threaten anything serious. The 
‘only way of chasing the knight away 
(g2-g4-95) is now gone, and the pin it- 
self is easily parried by 9..,e7. Then 
Diemer’s 10 ha (otherwise, 10 2x96 
hxg6 11 8d3 bd? transposes to note 
‘a; 10 Sez can be met by either 
20,..20b47 oF 10.445; and 10 We2?! just 
allows 10..WWxd4+) 10..bd7 11 We2 
2ixe5 12 dies is refuted by 12..#da+! 
(stronger than Gunderam's 12..2id5 13 
Sexe] Wxe7 14 hs Qxcs 15 bees Sf5) 13 
ha Deg (or 13-AhSI) 14 Axeg xed 
15 Wxe4 Sixeg 16 xe7 shxe7 and Black 
won without difficulty in Afischer- 
‘Miager, correspondence 1979, 

) 9 4e3 protects the d-pawn and 
tries to control the gi-a7 diagonal in 
order to prevent ..c5 and/or ..wWb6. 
Unfortunately, with preparation Black 
‘ean occupy it anyway. 9..2\bd7 10 We2 
(10 2xg6 doesn’t make much sense 
here since the bishop is now misplaced 
‘on €3; after 10..hxg6 12 WY3 We7 12 3 
0-0-0 13 a4 WaS 14 b3 95 15 “ea oA 
16 hxgd xed 17 Wxes 20f6 18 HY3 L.d6 
19 fa sexta 20 Wxfa Bha 21 Wes Wa2 
22 Hada Wh6 Black won in "Unikum" 
“Sisterofmerci*, online game 2002) 
10..eS 11 dxe5 Od7 (there is no need 
to take risks: 11..uh5?! 12 Wet Ziga 13 
Xda Was?! allowed 14 Abs! in Ckaber- 
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CRoos, St Ingbert 1994, intending 
14..Wre1? 15 Dc7+ He? 26 25 mate, 
while in the game after 14..ib 15 
S\d6+ we 16 Wha Wxes 17 fg dics+ 
18 Seha 2:f6, now 19 S&h6! Wes 20 Rxt6 
Axd6 21 S2f4 would have been good for 
White) 12 Radi Was 13 da cs 24 
Ded dxdt 15 RxdA Sexe 16 Exes 
W6t 17 Wea Wxf2+ 18 dxf2 Bd8 and 
Black was a clear pawn up in the end- 
game in Kainz-B.Jones, correspondence 
2003. 


9d 

Instead: 

a) 9,Rnc2? 10 Oxf! bxf7 13 Bxc2 
Wada+ 12 G63 Wxe3+ 13 ht is even 
worse than on the previous move, since 
White has been granted the useful extra, 
move g2-44. 

b} 9...Le7 10 h4 S\bd7? 11 hS Dixed. 
12 dxes Wb6+? (but after 12.iWxda 13 
Dxdi Dxga 14 hxgs hxg6 15 Aa the 
bishop is better than the three pawns) 
13 sg2 Rds 14 We2 and wins (studier) 
{san indication why the white knight on 
€5 should not be left unchallenged for 
too long, True, 10..0fd71.22 hs Axes 12 


286 


dxe5 2xc21 13 Wer Was 14 WR 
Wiyd+ is good for at least a draw, but 
Black should be after more than that. 

¢) 9.2d6!, on the other hand, may 
be even stronger; e.g. 10 x96 (or 10 
Sif Bxe5 11 nes Dbd7 12 g3 hs 13 
5 Ss, as in TKoch-P.eisebein, corre- 
spondence 2007) 20..hxg6 14.95 Sixh2+ 
12 deg? Dds 13 WES Wc7 14 eg Bh4 15 
2c5 was played in EJ.Diemer- 
G.Gunderam, correspondence 1977, and 
now 15.d6! 16 e4 2cs! is easily 
winning for Black, 
10 Og6 

There is no time for 10 g5? Zixes 12. 
gxf since the bishop on <4 is hanging, 
while after a dees Wxda 12 Bada dcs+ 
43 Sg2 gd White's position is com- 
pletely hopeless. 
10..hxg6 11 g5 We7! 


11.,A)b6? would allow 12 xe6 fxe6 
13 gxfé gxf6 14 Waa, while 11..2:d5 12 
WF3 #e7 13 Axds cxd5 14 Ad3 leaves 
Black tied to the defence of7 £7. 
12.44 

42 We2 can also be met by 12..td6!, 
since 13. gxf6? loses to 13..dxha+ 14 


Pha Le5+ 15 whgt Sxdge and mates. 
Instead, Studier suggests 12 Ef2, but 
then 12..d51 (rather than 12..<sb67! 
13 Bb3 Dds 14 Aes a6? 15 Dnd6+ 
Wxd6 16 cA etc) 13 WIS 0-0-0 14 Wxt7 
ALd6 gives Black a very strong attack. 
12.046 13 gxf6? 

‘Again this loses by force. But if 13 
Waa, then 13.294 14 es Lxfg 25 
Wa Wixfa 16 zinta Gea! 17 dba DFS 18 
3 she7 and Black consolidates; while 
afler 13 Gxd6 Wxd6 14 2f2 Andrew 
Martin, in his book The Essential Center- 
Counter, gives 14..00h7! 45 Wg (or 15 
req We7 16 Wa4 26 17 Ab3 Dds) 
15.66 16 2b3 Dd5 as “clearly better 
for Black’. 

13 nt 14.6497 


Here another Diemer-Gunderam 
correspondence game supposedly con 
tinued 14.98(??) 15 Wet(?) dxh2+(7) 
216 g2 Rxg? 17 Wha Ad6 18 Baer 
Gal?) 19 “dS! cxd5 20 Gbs+ Hid7 24 
xe64(?) fxe6 (22) 22 Wh8+ 1-0 - which, 
if it took place at all (Lane ‘credits’ it as 
“analysis by Studier”), looks more Itke a 
skittles game given all its mistakes. In 


Ziegler Defence 


particular, after the simple... 
14 Re3+ 0-4 

.-it is Black who is winning instantly. In 
the two games in the database — 
‘Ang Rodriguez-£ Bricard, Toulouse 1998, 
and TPorrasmaa-D.lobzhanidze, Gaus 
dal 2000 ~ White duly resigned here, as 
he gets mated after 15 wg2 (or 15 If2 
Wah2+ etc) 15..Hxhas 26 sts WEG, 


2:8. g5 


Since 8 25 is no longer regarded as 
acceptable for White, in recent years the 
alternative 8 gs has started to surface. 
The move itseif is not new; in fact Gun 
deram looked at it (briefly) back in 1984, 
though he quickly dismissed it as he did 
not see a way to improve White's play, 
However, in 2005 Rajmund Emanuel 
‘came up with a new idea involving vari 
‘ous sacrificial possibilities on f7 and e6, 
leading to its name the "Alchemy Varia- 
tion’ although I cannot give a final ver- 
ict at present, it is certainly more in- 
teresting (and promisingl) than the old 
lines with 8 es. 
ag6 
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The most natural and critical reply, 
simply defending (7. Others are inferior: 

a) 8..n6? fails to 9 Qxf7l &xf7 10 
EExf5 and White is already much better. 

b) 8.xc27! is as dubious as before, 
since 9 2xf7! transposes to the favour- 
able 8 Ae5 2xc2?! 9 Yixf7! in the notes 
to line A2, White can also consider the 
enterprising 9 We2!? Ag6 (9..8¥xd4e? 
loses a piece after 10 e3 Wes 11 “if3 
Ws 12 da) 10 xe6!7, although this is 
not really as good: 


bi} The immediate 10...fxe6? allows 
White to build up 2 dangerous attack: 
11 Qxe6 We7 12 2F4 Sd7 (12.4721 13 
Haet skg8 allows 14 4\c7! as the knight 
{s in no danger of being trapped on a8; 
after 14..l8xe2 15 Qxez tb4 16 D3, 
Md3 17 ROB Seq 18 Rf2 White is un- 
doubtedly better) 13 Sfe1 WF7 14 ds! 
(otherwise 24 gs Wg8 15 2ie6 WT? 16 
gs forces a draw, should White so de- 
sire) 14...dc8 15 Wes Dfd7 16 Bada £e7 
17 dxc6 @xc6 18 ibs and Black is in 
serious trouble, 

b2) 20..Wxd4+ 12 Shal freé 
(12..s0e721 12.22b3 gives Black problems 
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on the efile) 12 fa! Wa7 (12.05? 13 
Bxes Hg4 14 We3 Le7 15 Axf6 gxf6 16 
De6l spelis trouble in view of 16..f7 
17 Sg5+ #8 18 Bact Wd7 19 Deb+ 
%f7 20 Wh6 Hg 21 Sea! with the 
deadly threat of 22 2xfé Sxf6 23 gs 
mate, or 16,.%ed7 17 Bada cB 18 dq 
‘Whs 19 Ze1, e.g. 19..2d7 20 Dds! AaB 
21 Wd2 and Black is in difficulties) 13, 
Radi Whs 14 Bf3! dots (14.8 15 
Dxe6 Axf3 16 gxf3 transposes) 15 gxf3 
We8 (25..2.d5? runs into 16 Zxd5 cxds 
17 @xe6 Sf7 18 Oc7 or 17..ste7 18 
Hxds Wicé 19 Dxg7+ 7 20 Os!) 16 
\xe6 bs (after 16.267? there follows 
17 Met 7 18 Wes or 27..18A7 18 5 
‘Was 19 Dxb7 Wd7 20 Acs Was 21 Des 
Wa7 22 Oc7+ SFB 23 DxaB — Emanuel) 
47 Dsxbs! cxbs 18 Wxbs+ Dbd7 19 Her 
creates the strong threat of 20 9197+ 
7 21 Wo3+! xg? 22 Bgit and wins, 
but Black has solutions in 19.2b8, 
9..Re7, or even 19..g5!? 20 2xg5 (or 
20 4txg5 &f7 or 20..ke7 also leads toa 
draw; but not 20 Wxg5? sif7! since 
igs+ is no longer possible) 20...£07, 
when there is nothing better than 21 
‘Wh3 EB 22 Hxe7+ Sxe7 23 We3t Had 
24 Deb+ her 25 Dg5+ weds with a draw 
by perpetual check. 

3) 10...2¢7, declining the piece al- 
together, avoids such complications and 
after 22 f5 0-0 12 2xg6 hxg6 13 se3 
Qbd7 14 RFs Was 15 Dafi Bae 16 Whe 
)g4 17 Wh4 “hs Black doesn’t seem to 
have any problems. White might be able 
to stir up the game a bit with 13 Sxf6l? 
gxfé 12 xf7 Rxf7 13 axf7+ xt 14 


Whss; eg. 14.298 (Black probably 
Should avoid 14..sze621 15 d5+ cxd5 16 
Rta) 15 Wigat stB 16 Gh6+ e827 Ket 
fs 18 W97 Dd7 19 Deq Dib6 20 ha 
Wxds 21 Digi Ws 22 Raz Wes 23 bs, 
but it is likely that this sample line can 
bbe improved (possibly for both sides). In 
particular, Black could just play 25.2017, 
‘when White has nothing better than to 
repeat with 16 Whs+ ibg8 leading to 
another draw, as indeed occured in 
G.Bischof-T.Koch, correspondence 2007. 

©) 8..A.gal? is better, when White's 
best course of action seems to be 9 
@yf71? We7 (not 9.axd1? 10 Dxd8 
sexd8 11 Zxda and Black doesn’t even 
have the c2-pawn; or 9...8b6? 10 Bd3, 
shxf7 11 Wea with the threat of 12 
Wxg4, or 12 Bxfo and 13 Wxg4, or if 
24.,n5 then 22 h3) 10 Exfs (20 8d2!?) 
10..dixd1 11 Dxe6 dxf7 12 Bxe7+ xe7 
13. igS#1? Sd7 14 Bxdi with attacking 
chances despite the reduced material. 
92e2!? 


Only this move is really new; Gun- 
deram examined 9 Jixe6, but after the 
calm 9..n6 (Biicker’s 9.fxe6 10 4xe6 


Ziegler Defence 


Was! 11 Het £7 may be even stronger) 
10 We2 (10 Ber £7 11 Wer? hxgs, and 
10 Git 712 Ro] 11. Sxt7+ Sext7 12 Wd 
‘g8 is not much better) 10..e7 11 
Sextr+ Sexfr 12 Daxt7 woxf7 13 West eB 
24 fg fe 15 Dae1 Bf7 16 es <f8 
White had nothing in G.lorenz-LPitre, 
correspondence 1973, which finished 17 
Wo Dbd7 18 Wxd7? Axes 19 dxes 
e540. 

At the time of writing | have only 
found four practical examples with 9 
e212, but most of the following lines 
have been heavily debated at the 
ChessPublishing.com forum, 

Suniid6t 

Seemingly best, though there are 
several alternatives to consider: 

a) 9..h6 is the most natural move, 
but if Black was able to chase the knight 
away just like that the whole concept 
would be flawed. Here White has 10 
Dive! fyes 11 itd 247 12 Owe6 Bxe6 
43 2xe6 with a dangerous attack; for 
example, 13.bd7 14 Bd3 We7 15 
Wg6+ ds 16 £f5! Db6 17 2f4 Dds 
18 &es Se3 19 Baer! Sfds (after 
19. fixft 20 dexft Black faces the threat 
of 21 Sixfé Wxfé 22 HeB+ etc, and 
20.205 21 04 gs 22 Wes Db6 23 hat 
We7 24 W6 doesn't help him at all) 20 
Hf Wg5 (or 20..xf5 21 Bxf5 and 
White is about to enter the black camp) 
21 Wxgs+ has 22 Sifxe3 dixe3 23 Kxe3 
gives White a pawn and two powerful 
bishops for the exchange, not to men- 
tion Black's bad structure and uncoor- 
inated pieces. 
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b) The lines after 9.97 illustrate 
wiy 10 f@ should probably be pre- 
vented: 10,75 41 c3 (11 Bxe6I? Axes 
12 Pfxe6 fxe6 13 Cxe6 WAT 14 xg7+ 
sed 15 Sis Eg8 16 fq £f8 17 Waa 
WF7 18 Raed also gave White good play 
in KHayward-T Sawyer, correspondence 
2007) 21...0-0 (if 11..Da6 then 12 Dd3! 
Gg6 13 Des is very strong, e.g. 1307 
14 shd3 0-0 15 xg6 hxg6 16 Wer Wes 
17 M3! Gicds 48 Wh4 hs 19 Wh3! SFE 
20 g4 Lixgs 21 4x95 with a devastating 
attack) 12 Dire6? x06 13 fixes fxes 
1 Yixe6 WOE 15 ixfB AixfB 16 Hxfél 
oxf6.17 Waa &f7 18 Whs g7 19 Whs+ 
‘G8 20 Wxh7 Ad? 21 Af4 c5 22 Tei! 
‘Hes (22..ccd4? 23 2h6) 23 Rxe8+ Sxe8 
24 Weg? xd 25 Wa8+ Se7 26 Wo3 
dxc3+ 27 Wxb6 Qxb6 28 bxc3 and 
White has emerged a pawn up in the 
endgame. 

<) 9_.2ibd7 10 4\f4 gives Black a few 
‘more options: 


1) 10,2867 11 Wer 0-0 (11.018 Is 
solid but quite passive, eg. 12 ¢3 0F5 13 
hs Oxhs 14 Hxfs! £06 15 fa h6 26 
f3, and if 16..0096 then 17 £d3 Of 
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18 Hes A847 19 Tig6! is quite awkward 
for Black) 12 ©ixg6 hxg6 runs into 13 
Bxe6! feeb 14 Bxeé+ ths 15 Bhat 
a8 (25..2)h5? loses material after 16 
ExfB+) 16 did2! and Black can hardly 
move, as 16..0\b6? would allow 17 
xfé+. 

€2) 10..ad6 is answered by 11 sxe6! 
fxe6 (12..0-0 12 xg6 hxg6 13 Lb3 Is 
‘not an option as it leaves White with the 
bishop pair and ongoing pressure on 
the f-flle, and he isn’t even a pawn 
down anymore) 12 “ifxe6 Wb8 13 We2 
Such2+ 24 dha Od6 25 Sd2 and again 
it is hard to suggest a move for Black; for 
instance, 15_2ig8 16 Raet 293 17 f4 
Sxf4 18 Bxf4 he 19 S84 bas 20 
Dige6+ SB 21 Dxg6 is just winning. 

3) 10..A\b6 seems relatively best, 


although 14 &xe6!? (even the quiet 
11 Sb3 Aibds 12 A\xy6 hag6 13 «4 of- 
fers reasonable compensation for the 
pawn) 11.fxe6 12 Sifxe6 Wd7 13 We2 
e7 14 8f4 still leads to interesting 
play; e.g. 14.2051? (14.Aifd5 15 Sc5, 
xl4 16 Rafa Wd6 17 Age6, or 
14..Obd5 15 dLes Zg8 16 c4 is good for 


White) 25 4£c7/? (threatening 16 Wxhs! 
xh 17 2\xg7 mate) 15,.2d5 16 g4 (26 
WeSI?) 36,.23xc7 17 Sixc7+? (here 37 
axhS Zixe6 18 Dxe6 LF7 19 Dxg7+ Hf 
20 2\e6+ 1s a draw) 17_%8xc7 18 gxhs 
0-0-0! 19 Seb Wad6 20 hxgé RdeB 22 
‘Wy4 with an unclear position. 

) 9...2d5 is another way to combat 
White's knight manoeuvre. Now 10 f4 
Pufa 11 Oxfa de7! (not 11..d67! 12 
xe! with a dangerous initiative once 
more; eg. 12..fxe6? 13 Aixe6 Wd7 14 
We2, or 12..fixt4 13 dixf7+! dixt7 14 
Werrl, oF 12.00 13 Sxd6 Wide 14 
saxt74! xf? 15 Oxf7 Sxf7 16 Sxt7 
shxf7 17 Wi3+ she8 18 Bezy sid8 19 87 
and White comes out on top) 12 Wd2 
(a2 Axe6? fails to 22...8%95, while Te- 
treating with 12 9\f3 can hardly be 
good, eg, 12.\d7 13 We2 Db6 14 bs 
0.0.15 Baer 2d6 16 Sigs Hc7 17 cacs 
48.d5 exds 29 cxds 4 20 2 xd or 
20 Hei? ac5+ and wins) 12.0.0 33 
Baed b5 14 &b3 c5 15c3c4 16 da Fo 
should be slightly better for Black. 

So White should try 10 £431? with 
the following possibilities: 


Ziegler Defence 


43) 10,803? loses to 11 Oxf7 axez 
32 ez Ha7 13 Zaxhs since Black has 
little hope of rounding up the cornered 
knight; eg: 13..2f6 14 295 Wxdar 15 
seha Wea 16 Raer Wxe2 17 Bxe2 Se7 
18 Sxe6 c5 19 Me} Zicé 20 Axfé gxfé 21 
hg ete 

2) 10.Wa6 11 c4 @f6 12 fa Wa7 
13 eS he7 14 f4 S)a6 15 tixgé hxg6 
316 Wd3 and now Emanuel analysed 
16..2h6 (or 16..0b4 17 Wg3 Ke 18 
igxe6 fre6 19 Wxy6+ dB 20 Wxy7 
BeB 21 Wa6 Dc7 22 Axc7+ dxc7 23 
ixe6+ dib6 24 a3!; and not 36..0-07 17 
2ixg6! fxg6 18 Wxg6 Wes 19 Hxf6 and 
wins, or 16..2f8? 17 Dfxe6! freé 18 
Wxg6+ sds 19 Wxg7 BoB 20 WE? and 
24 Rxf6) 17 We2 Oc7 18 Hadi Has 19 
Dd3 Zh5 20 We3 Zia6 21 Wo3 Wd7 22 
soh1 Zds 23 Rder Wf8 24 xf gxfe 25 
Dixe6+! fxe6 26 Hxg6 with a clearly bet- 
ter position for White in al ines. 

3) 10.26 prevents “2-44 once 
and for all, but despite the pressure 
against h2 after 13 Sxg6 hxg6 White 
can play 12 Sxf7! (but not 12 @xf7? 
Sxh2¢ 13 Gh? Ag3+ 14 d1 Bhas! 
and mates, or 13 wf2 Wi6s! 14 ter 
Wh4+ 25 Gaz 0-0 16 Hes Axfi+ 17 
Weft Sxe5 18 dxe5 Dd7 and Black is 
winning) 12kxha+ 13 fe 2d7 
(13a 14 Boxfg Axfa 15 Oxf Wxgs 
36 We2 is good for White, since 
16.%x17 loses to 17 Wxe6+ tf8 18 
@xg6+) 14 93 Bste 15 Wd3 Wh6 16 
Exfé gxf6 17 Wg6+ Sd8 28 Zif7+ dic7 
19 @xh8 ExhB 20 h6 and the black 
bishop is trapped. 
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€) 9.c5!? is also critical Then 10 
)f4? would allow 10...8xd4+, so White 
‘must play something else: 


sed7 28 Aixf7 sc7 and the black king 
gets away again, 
24) 10¢3 may be White's best option, 


e1) 10 @\xe6? doesn't work: after 
10..fke6 11 Axc6 cxda 12 fa WS! 13 
2b3 (13 Res fails to 23,..0b4l, while 13 
Qxgé hugs 14 Ker £d6 15 @b3+ Sd7 
16 h3 2c6 4s also winning for Black) 
13.Oibd7 14 He1+ &d8 the black king 
escapes. 

€2) 10 Sixe6!? would be better if 
Black had to accept the piece as 10_fxe5 
11 @\xe6 W6 12 ds ts unclear, but after 
the cool 10..h6! 11 Sixt Sox? 12 xf7+ 
‘SSxf7 13 c3 Wo6l | don't think there is 
‘any way for White to launch a success- 
ful attack 

€3) 10 .ke3I? fs another idea from 
Biicker, who gives 10.46 21 2if4 exd4, 
22 Sal? Ofs 13 Her 2e7 14 Df7i 
Wexi7 15 fixe Rxe6 16 Exes tS 27 
Wr3 “and Black's task isn't too easy’, 
However, 10,.cxd4 11 Zixd4 £e6 is per 
haps more accurate; &.g. 12 &b5 es! or 
12 Qdxesl? Wxda 13 Baxdi fies 14 
‘Dxe6 MeB 15 Rded (15 2b3 Hast or 15 
3 a6) 15..0f7 16 @ixg7+ shxg7 17 Bcs+ 
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covering the d-pawn in order to play 
De2t4 anyway; eg. 10.0cd4 11 Af 
Wc7 12 Sxe6i? fxe6 13 Gyre WHE 14 
Aff d3+ 15 Shi a6 16 des 
(M.Niefuend-WWeingarz, _ correspon- 
dence 2005), or 10..2ic6 11 fa cxda 12 
Difxes!? fred 13 Zixe6 WE 14 cxdg and 
‘the shaky position of Black's king is still 
@ cause for concer despite his extra 
piece, Furthermore, 10...¢d6 can now be 
met by 24 Wh3l? he (or 11.86 12 
S42 — Biicker, e.g. 12.Wxb3 13 2xb3 
xfa 14 Sixfg cxdg 15 cxd4 and White's 
activity should provide enough com- 
pensation, even though it will be hard to 
play for the full point) 12 Df3 &e4 (or 
12..Wo6 13 Sta Outs 14 Gixfa fed 15 
Ab5+ 2c6 16 Dxe6l) 13 Des cxdg 14 
Dxf7I Wxt7 15 Sxeb+ Veg6 16 cxd4 Seh7 
37 Sxh6! Sxh6 (the other capture 
17..axh6? loses to 18 ALfs+) 18 Wh3+ 
\hig6 19 Txt6+! gxf6 20 Waa+ tho 21 
Weea “and Black is in trouble” (Bticker), 
although after 21.451 22 Wxb7 (22 xfs 


Was or 22 xfs We7!) 22,.WF6! 23 Was 
‘Wxe6 24 83 Wes the bishop shouldn't 
be worse than the three pawns even in 
the endgame. 
1014 bxta 

Black does well to eliminate the 
knight as soon as possible. 10..\bd7 
would allow 11 2xe6! fxe6 12 Dfxes, 
for which see note 'c2' to Black’s th 


11.25 
Following Emanuel’s main line; but 
110-0! may be more accurate, as in 


Pateisebein-FGarscha, correspondence 
2005, which continued 12 c3 (12 &xe6? 
loses to 12,.h6!) 12..245 13 2n37t (this 
retreat can hardly be good) 13..047 14 
Wes Ws 15 3 e5! (temporarily re- 
turning the pawn in order to transform 
the position to his liking) 16 Jtxds exds 
17 Wads @f6 18 Wxes Wxb2 19 Wet 
Bac8 20 Rf2 Wxc3 21 Wxc3 Bxc3, when 
Black had successfully simplified the 
position and regained his extra pawn. 
The rest, as they say, is a matter of tech- 
nique: 22 Rd1 Heq 23 be b6 24 es 


Ziegler Defence 


De4 25 Of4 D3 26 Bdd2 £f5 27 Der 
2xe24 28 Exe? Hd8 29 dig3 Boda 30 
e7 ag 31 Bd HeB 32 Zc7 Ba 33 Ec3 
6 34 h3 NS 35 a3 <df7 36 Sd6 8 37 
24 Bxd2 38 bxd2 950-1. 

instead of retreating his knight, 
White should probably opt for 13 Wig4!? 
asin the main line, 


Admittedly, 130.47 (13.2xfa? 14 
‘Eixfa leaves Black facing threats of xe6 
or xf7; eg. 14d7 15 Dxes! fxe6 16 
‘Wreb+ Gh8 17 ExfB+ Wxis 18 Wxd7 
and now White is. a pawn up) 14 Wg3 
xfs 15 Ext sees Zaft having been 
replaced by the less useful c2:c3, but 
White can still generate attacking 
chances. For example: 

a) 15..2f6 16 Zh4 (not yet 16 Bafa? 
\hs) 16-8 (or 16.5 17 ba as 18 
‘Bf axb4 19 Exf6!, and still not 16..h6? 
17 2x06) 17 Wea Wa6 (or 17.6 18 A\F3 
with ideas of fa, Des and g2-g4) 18 
Rfa Baek? (or 18..n6? 19 Hxfé! gxf6 20 
Hes) 19 Ext6l gxf6 20 Axh7! xh? 22 
‘Wh and mates, 

b) 15..c5 16 Bafa cxd4 17 Dxe6! free 
18 Sxe6+ Gh8 19 dxd7 Bxfa 20 Wxfs 


293 


The Blackmar-Diemer Gambit 


dxc3 {the bishop can't be taken due to 
mate on the back rank) 21 bxc3 and 
White should be able to hold despite his 
slightly inferior structure. 

12 Wea 

This idea by Stefan Biicker, which 
“includes several tricks" and deters .h7- 
6 due to 2ixe6!, seems to be the best of 
White's options here. Others: 

a) Emanuel proposed 12 sictl?, sav- 
ing the bishop pair and planning to ac 
tivate the queen’s rook via a2-a4 and 
a3. For example: 


HS 17 Axe6! tres 18 Wre6+ wh8 19 
Ags) 15 2xg6 fxg6 (15..hxg6 allows 
White to exploit the open h-file after 16 
We1! &\f6 17 Wha Dbd7 18 Daz and 
ha) 16 Sixes Exfi+ 17 Wxfa We7 18 
xd with advantage to White accord: 
ing to Emanuel. 

a3) Unfortunately, 12.447! 13 a4 
0 is more tenacious, as after 14 Ha3 
est 15 Zh3 Qsf6 (suggested by “MND” 
on the forum) White is struggling to 
show anything for the pawn, 

) 42 hal? is another of Biicker's tries 
and is also very interesting: 


ai) 12_h6 13 2:f3 0-0 14 a4 2147 (or 
14.5 15 dxcs We7 16 Wd4 Dic6 17 Be 
fds 18 c3) 15 Baa c5 (or 15.87 16 
@ha es 17 5g3 Wd6 18 Wad) 16 Sexds 
exdS 17 dxc5 2xc5 28 Ses with attack- 
ing chances; eg, 18.8846 (or 18_0h7 
19 Axhé! gxh6 20 Bg3+ S96 24 Fxgé 
fxg6 22 xf WxfB 23 Wads+ dhs 24 
Wes+ Wg7 25 Wxcs Wxb2 26 h3 and 
White is better) 19 2f4 ses 20 igs 
Ws 21 a5 Wxb2 22 Rg3 with a very 
dangerous attack. 

a2) 12..0-0 13 a4 c5(?!) 14 2d3! exda 
(14...xd3? loses to 25 Wxd3 96 26 Wh3 


294 


bt) 12..0.0 13 Sixds followed by 14 
hs and 15 h6, softening up the kingside 
dark squares. 

ba) 12..Axf4 13 Exfa We7 14 Wig 
“should not be underestimated”; e.g. 
14.047 15 Met Wh4 (not 45.46? 16 
Hxf6! gxf6 17 @xe6, while if 15..0-0-0 
then 26 hs! Df6 17 xf6! Wxf6 28 hxg6 
Rxd4 19 Wa3 Sxc4 20 \xf7) 16 We2 
Wd6 27 W2 0-0 18 hs! dxhs 19 Wha 
gb 20 Sxf7! M7 21 Mixes Wha 22 
Rxg6 (Blicker) with a draw by perpetual 
after 22..Wxc4 23 Wih7+ tf8 24 Wh8+ 


he? 25 Wxas Brags 26 Gh2 Wes 27 
seqi Wet+ ete. 

3) 12..ho 13 Zixe6l? Fes 14 Waa 
Afs.15 Wxg7 Eh7 16 98+ dd7 17 Bg3 
Dxf4 18 Exf4 Gab 19 xfs? exts 20 
‘Se6+ "leads to some chances for White, 
resembling the endings in a Muzio 
Gambit” (Biicker), though it’s not clear 
‘that they are really sufficient after, say, 
20..<87xe6 21 Wa6+ ded7 22 Wxh7+ #8 
23 Wrts+ we7 24 Wes+ Was 25 Was+ 
‘SbB 26 c3 2ic7 followed by ..b7-b6 and 
ib, 

Returning to 22 Wga: 


‘As already mentioned 12..h6?? runs 
into 13 @we6t and wins; while 
12..@xf4? 13 Wet 0-07 is the wrong 
way round and 14 2\xe6! wins again. Or 
if 22...2F5 13 Wg3 h6 then still 14 Fixe6t 
(Bucker) 14.fxe6 15 Sxds! cxds (or 
15..M¥xd5 16 Wxg7 aif 17 b3! intending 
€2-cd) 16 hc7! We8 (otherwise 2xb8) 17 
Wag? Sd7 18 Rxf7+! Sixt? 19 Wxt7+ 
26 20 Be5 with a strong attack. But if 
Black is happy to tepeat moves then 
12..22f6 is quite acceptable, since White 


Ziegler Defence 


has little choice but to return the queen 
toda. 
13 g3 

Bicker also looked at 13 e5 e3? 
14 Dxfil Eaxf7 15 Hxf7 (when 15..2x94 
16 Hxg7+ sef8 17 Stas AFG! 18 Mxfor 
Sxg7 19 Rfs+ &h6 20 Af4+ sig7 22 
SeS¢ is a draw) and 13 Zaes stxc2? 14 
Aes Lifs 15 Wg3 96 16 éxh7! (when 
26..8xh7 17 Exfs! f6 18 gs! wins for 
White), but as he noted these ideas are 
easily avoided by 13.2471. 
13.2004 

Not 13..dixca? 14 ites! 96 15 
fxg7! sxg7 16 Bxt7+ and wins 
(Bicker), while 13..Wb6 can be an- 
swered by 14¢3 Wxb2 15 Rd6. 
14 Rxf4 Od7 

Still not 14..xc2? 15 Six? Sxt7 16 
#xe6 and wins (Biicker). 
15 Zafa 26 

Here Stefan concluded that “there is 
‘no full compensation for the pawn’, but 
{'m not so sure... 
16 Zhat 


intending 2d3 to remove a key de- 
fender, gives White reasonable play: 
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a) 16..n6? is still no good: 17 Zxes 
fxe6 18 Brxg6 etc. 

b) 16..¥We7 17 d3 h6 allows 18 
Dxt7! Soxf7 19 Bxh6 Rhs (or 19..Re8 
20 Bf) 20 Efxfe Ext 21 Rxhs Wh4 22 
Gha Wxb2 23 2h7+ Sf 24 Wic7+ with 
perpetual check. 

¢) 16,..8x¢2 can also be met by 17 
31 Axd3 (or 17...2h5 18 Axc2 Oxg3+ 
19 Sixh7+ with a draw) 18 Wixd3 g6 19 
‘Waa! (threatening Qxh7) 19..hs (or 
19..H5 20 Bhf4) 20 g4 h6 21 D3 D4 22 
Wsf4l g5 23 We3 gxha 24 Wixhé We7 (or 
24,.€5 25 Bf2 intending 2g5) 25 Sigs f5 
26 Wg6+ Wo7 27 Hxg7+ sxg7 28 
Dxe6+ ihg6 29 DxfB+ Nxt 30 tg2 with 
equality. 

d) 16_8f5 17 c3 (17 3?! h6!) 
17..Wb8 (17..h6? is now met by 18 
Hxh6! gxh6? 19 @\xe6+) 18 fF and the 
tompting 18..4\45? actually loses to 19, 
Skxd5 oxd5 20 Eixh7! Sixh7 21 h3 96 
22Hhgete. 


Another concept that, in my view, 
has been totally underestimated is 6 
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423, White “simply” takes control of the 
fS-square, leaving Black frustrated since 
the standard development for his light- 
squared bishop is no longer available. 
Most works don't take this move seri- 
‘ously, and those that do bother to cover 
it merely state that after 6.4 7 h3 
xf 8 Wixfa Wxds4 Black is much better. 
It is true that Black is two pawns up, but 
after 9 Se3 White already has four 
pieces in play and Black has to be very 
‘careful not to be overrun, There are relax 
tively few practical examples with 6 
4d3 and, although the move might not 
be entirely correct, it is certainly good as 
a shock weapon ~ even in correspon- 
dence play. 

6..2g4 

Other moves allow White to reach 
favourable versions of other systems: 

a) 6..2ibd7 7 0-0 21b6 secures control 
over d5 (which is a common plan in 
various systems), but it is still not clear 
what Black should do with his light- 
squared hishop. 9 In. “Caissa"- 
“Sisterofmerci", online game 2002, 
White played 8 De2 g6 9 c4, and after 
9..@ibd7 10 Wer ig7 11 Wha cs 12 
42 Ge6 13 Shi 0-0 14 ed? Wa7 15 
Bae he had obvious compensation for 
the pawn, 

b) 6.06 7 395 Se7 is a type of Euwe 
Defence (Chapter 8) where the move 
«€7-€6 doesn't really fit in, But itis un- 
wise to play 7.6 & Wz Wxb271 ine 
stead, as after 9 ib1 Wa3 10 1b3 Was 
11 0-0 White has great compensation 
for the two pawns. For example, 


1a bd7 12 Wig he 13 Axfe Oxf 24 
Des £e7 15 gal? 0-0 (15.88 16 ha 
WRfB 17 g5 hxg5 18 hxgS Zins 19 g4 
-bxgs 20 Da7 fe 21 Wags Wrds+ 22 
Wg2 xf 23 Rg6+ igs 24 Dea or 
23.87 24 Bhs is also nice for White) 
16 g5 hg 17 Wxgs and Black will have 
a hard time fending off the attack: 
27.05 18 Hf3 Wa8 (or 18..cxd4 19 3g3) 
19 ez Dea 20 Whs Qs 21 £h74! 
‘@\xh7 22 32h3 wins for White 

«) 6..96 1s probably Black’s second- 
best option. 


Here White can choose between dif- 
ferent set-ups, but | would recommend 
7 gs g7 8 Waz and if 8..ige then 9 
‘e2 0-0 10 0-0-0. Compared to &..c6 in 
the Bogoljubow Defence (see Chapter 9, 
Tine B, note ‘fa’ to 8...5) White is a move 
behind (not having played ihe yet), but 
| don't think Black can exploit this. One 
example was 10..bd7 12 h3 Be6 
(12..dixf3 12 xt3 es is less effective 
with the bishop on gs, since White has 
33.dxe5 @xe5 44 Wf) 12 94 Was 13 a3 
Hac8 14 &h6 Wb6 25 kxg7 txg7 16 
Bhfi a5 17 Digs Ads 18 We3 h6 19 Hf3, 


Ziegler Defence 


Sxf3 20 Bxf3 and White had good king 
side attacking chances in KStummer- 
N.Schevchenko, correspondence 1993. 


Ths 

The immediate 7 0-07! is inferior, as 
after 7.axf3| 8 Wits Wxda+ 9 £e3 
Black has 9..fig4l; eg. 10 2 e6 
(10..23bd7 11 5 Whs 12 xd7+ Sind? 
is also good) 11 3 (11 skxa7 regains a 
pawn but gives Black more time to con- 
solidate the other one) 11..18hs 12 Zeg 
Dbd7 43 Hada Se7 with a solid posi- 
tion. Pleisebein-tJoutsi, _correspon- 
dence 2002, continued 14 ida 0-0 15 
Wg3 €5 16 2e3, and now 16.Hfds 
would have been clearly better for Black 
according to Leisebein 

‘And 7 ite3'is too cautious to be a se- 
rious threat. For instance, 7..e6 8 0-0 
Obd7 9 Wet Sxf3 10 Exf3 We7 11 Wha 
0-0-0 12 95 KeB 13 dafi 2d6 was 
played in FWuts-C.Scho, German League 
1995, and after the desperate 14 d5!?, 
simply 14..exd51 15 Sef5 bB 16 Sixd7 
2ixd7 27 Sxf7 BhfB 18 RxfB (18 Wxh7? 
‘Wos+ 19 Bhi Mxt7 wins) 18..2xf8 
would have left White with nothing. 
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Tondo 

7..SEhS is not as good. After 8 0-0 €6 
(8..axf37l 9 Wis Wxda+ 10 23 gives 
White an extra move on the main line) 9 
94 Lig6 10 2x96 hugs 21 g5 E1fa7 (or 
14..2:d5 12 Bes f5 13 Oxds! Wd 24 
ch and White is cleatly better according 
to Schoupal) 12 q2 te7 13 ea a6 
14 Af. 0-0.15 We2 5c7 26 c4 White had 
full ‘compensation in Pleisebein- 
‘Horstmann, correspondence 1999. The 
game concluded swiftly: 16.06 17 hq. 
2c8 18 Zha f6749 hs gxhs 20.961 2-0. 
8 Wixfs Wxd4 


In The Essential Center-Counter An- 
@rew Martin stops here, stating that 
“Black is clearly better". But in reality 
the fun is just starting ~ if Black accepts 
the further pawn sacrifice, that is. In 
practice he is as likely to decline with 
8..26, after which White's best move is 9 
443, transposing to a main variation of 
the Teichmann Defence (see line 83 in 
Chapter 11). Clearly worse are 9 0-07! 
Wedas 10 dte3 Wes 12 14 Wcs+ 12 
‘tha Gibd7 13 sRe7 Aes 24 Snes Wes 
5 Raet We7, as in A€ckhardt- 
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P.Leisebein, correspondence 2006; and 9 
kgs W6 10 Shaq?! Wxdg 13 Df2 Wess 12 
Dez Acs 13 0-0-0 Axf2 14 Wxf2 Dbd7 
45 Bhet cS, as in HMuchle-J.Geller, 
Dresden 2006; Black won both games 
without difficulty. 

9203 

Black is two pawns up for the mo- 
ment, but White has a massive lead in 
development. 
9..J8fhg+ 

Other possible queen moves are: 

a) 9.1848 10 0-0-0 Obd7 13.94 Des 
(here 11..85 12 95 Des 13 Wq3 “fa7 
transposes to 12_.¢\fd7 in the main line) 
42 Wa (or 12 Wg3) 12..2xd3+21 13 
Bxd3 @as 14 Bf White already had a 
nice position in 1Steffens-O.Dallakian, 
Baunatal 1997, The game continued 
44_h6 15 ha gS and now £6 Sc5! would 
‘have made tt difficult for Black to coor- 
dinate his pieces, since 16.097? runs 
into 17 ba! Wa3+ (or 17...Wc7 18 Sxe7! 
Sxe7 19 Ge5+) 18 bi 0-0 19 fds and 
wins. 

b)9..18b4 10 0-0-0 Aibd7 11.94 €6 12 
g5 Dds 13 a3 Was 14 Dxds cxds 15 
Zdit, from Peisebein-USchrérs, corre- 
‘spondence 2005, also gave Black prob- 
lems in completing his development. in 
the game he tried 45...3c5, but after 16 
Bhfa Qxd3+ 17 Exd3 Bc7 18 fica We7 
19 Wf4 &48 20 2xa7) Wd6 21 Wag he 
had toresign. 

¢) 9..Hesi? seems the best of the al- 
tematives, The only game reference | 
‘could find was RWegelin-F.keller, corre- 
spondence 1980, which saw 10 0-0-0 


‘Dba7 11 fal? (otherwise 11 96 Was is 
the main Tine again) 11...1#a5 12 Sher 
26:43 Wo3 Gbg 14 c7 Wes 15 Dea! 
dtxel 16 Dd6+ Ge7% 17 Exer Dhs 18 
2if5+ eB 19 Wigs g6 20 2d6 fe 22 
Whe?! We 22 Rxe6+ dB 23 g4 es! 24 
aba Of4 25 Zd6+ hee 26 Wo7 Dfxds+ 
27 exd3 Wat 28 cz We2+ 29 c3 Ke 
30 Die7+ wbs 31 Nida as 32 cs Wd 33 
Bd6+ a7 34 Wxt6 413 35 xcé+ tas 
36 Qb8+ Kaxb8 and White resigned. if | 
had to suggest an improvement. it 
would probably be 21 Wd2! preventing 
wiWifa, and after 21..18b6 22 Zxeé+ Sd8 
(22.6727 23 He7+ f8 24 Wh6e skge 
25 ica is mate) 23 e7 White has a very 
strong attack. 
10g3 Whs 

10,.{'b4 11 0-0-0 Abd? 12.94 trans- 
‘poses to9..¥b4 above. 


a1..iitas 

Here 12..WWes?l is dangerous, as 
White wins more tempi by attacking the 
queen, 12 0-0-0 4ibd7 13 Zhe1 gave 
White a very dangerous initiative in 
NVandenbrouke“jaw”, online game 


Ziegler Defence 


1995, and after 13..7\d5? 14 cq WAG 15 
Axds cxds 16 Wxds he had regained 
‘one pawn while remaining with a domi 
nant position. 
1285 

White can also play 42 0-0-0 ibd7 
13 g5, which sets the trap 13..2d5? 
(23Me5 14 Wg3 4fd7 transposes to 
the next note) 14 ixds Wxds 15 tea! 
and Black resigned in MTornow- 
‘MARosenstielke, correspondence 2007, 
due to 25..iixa2 16 Exd7! dxd7 27 
Rdi+ ac7 18 Was dicB 19 s+ e6 20 
‘Wxf7 and White wins, while 15..ica 16 
b3 Wa3 17 wba! 0.0.0 18 Hd3 and 19 
hada also gives him a decisive attack 
12..2d5 

12.247 13 000 Ses 14 Wiga 
‘2dbd7 was seen in PLeisebein-MHobert, 
correspondence 2007, where White 
managed to set problems for his oppo- 
nent with imaginative play: 15 hf e6 
16 dib1 00-0 17 Re2 Se7 18 Md4 2c5 
19 Has We7 20 xcs 2ixcs 21 Sxa7 wbB 
22 a3 and even went on to win after 
22.816 23 We3 Wd4 24 Wa3 f5 25 axfs 
gxfé 26 Bfa Was 27 Wrz Bhfs 28 ba 
2cd7 29 Wa7s dicB 30 eq Whe 34 
Waa) h6 32 bs Rg8 33 Kb3 bé 34 bxc6!? 
es 35 We3 Dxb3 36 axb3 Wc7 37 “\xf6 
‘RgfB 38 Pd7! xd7 39 cxd7+ stixd7 40 
Rea Gh2 41 Liga! Bf6 42 Wes Lats 43 
Rds she7 44 Whas ikf7 45 Ad7+ sigh 
46 Wea 1-0. 
13 Sifa Dixe3 14 Wxe3 “id7 15 0-0-0 

The problem with Black’s position is 
that castling drops the f7-pawn, while 
15..26 allows 16 g6! hxg6 17 #xg6 0-0-0 
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18 &xf7 and White regains all his 
pawns. Nevertheless, the latter line 
might be a safer option for Black, since 
18.,Wes! 19 Wxes Sixes 20 dkxe6+ 7 
is quite equal, and 19 Wxa7 Txh3 leads 
toa draw after 20 dixe6 Wxeb 21 Was+ 
Gc7 22 Wass etc 


15..0)e5 16 Le? Dds 17 Lxds+ oxds 28 
di+ hes 

18..she8 is met by 19 Dbs! exbs 20 
‘Wes 06 21 sexbs Bc7 22 Bxc7+ Sxc7 
23 7+ £6 24 2e2 and White regains 
the pawn with the betterendgame, 
agh4 


Despite being two pawns down, 
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White has a very active position and 
definite compensation, In the further 
course of the game, P.leisebein-lJoutsi, 
correspondence 2003, Black doesn't 
‘manage to entangle himself 
19.16 20 Sb1 g6 21 hs fxgs 22 Des 
‘We7 23 Des Ws 24 De6 Od7 25 Les 
ih6 26 Rxd7l xd7 27 25+ 1-0 

The few remaining white pieces are 
too much for the black monarch: 
27..99¢7 28 Wes+ is a quick mate, while 
27.808 28 Wdg+ Wd6 29 Hxb7+ and 
27..she8 28 We6 Wc7 29 Wi7+ dB 30 
2e6+ both win the queen. 


Summary 
At the time of writing, the Ziegler De~ 
fence is still the most critical defence to 
‘the Blackmar-Diemer Gambit. Despite 
numerous examinations by White play- 
ers all over the worid, the old main lines 
after 6 cg 75 7 0-0 &6 8 Se5 favour 
Black — which is why recent investiga 
tions have focused on 8 4ig5!?, the so- 
called “Alchemy Variation’. This line is 
still relatively unknown and the jury is 
still out on its correctness, but at the 
moment it seems that White has 
enough for at least a draw, even with 
“best play” by Black 

For those who don't like the compli- 
‘ations of these lines, 6 d3 (line 6) is 
an interesting alternative, though it 
should be noted that Black might avoid 
this by employing the O'kelly move or- 
der 4..06 5 sit exf3 6 @xf3 from Chap- 
ter. 


The Indian 


1 dg D6 2 De3 ds 3 eal? Axes 4 Dxeg 
dxeq 


1..25f6, which is usually a prelude to 
various indian systems, is a certain nui- 
sance for the Blackmar-Diemer player: if 
Black doesn’t occupy the centre with 
pawns, how is one supposed to open 
files:in a quest for the initiative? Fortu- 
nately, in most cases Black only needs a 
little convincing to fulfil this modest 


‘chapter Thirteen. 7 


~The Hiibsch. Gambit — 


System $3 


request: as the Blackmar-Diemer player 
will not advance his pawn, King’s In- 
dian and Griinfeld adherents alike will 
play ..d7-45 rather sooner than later, 
fearing that omitting this move will 
lead them, by transposition, into lines of 
the Pirc Defence which may not be to 
their taste, Therefore, the only question 
White has to ask himself is how to Ture 
his opponent into the realms of his be- 
loved opening 


The Hiibsch Gambit 

‘The move 2 23c3 perfectly Mustrates the 
above-mentioned point. As White 
threatens to occupy e4 with his pawn, 
‘King’s indian players ~ as well as Griin- 
feld, Queen's Indian, Nimzo-Indian and 
Benoni players ~ have no time to enter 
favourite versions of their desired sys 
tems. Therefore in most cases 2 2ic3 will 


304 


The Blackmar-Diemer Gambit 


be met by 2..d5, after which 3 e4!? (still) 
{5 the most consequent follow-up. Then 
3.ndxed would lead directly back to pre- 
vious chapters, which leaves the ques- 
tion: what happens after 3.2ixes 4 
xed dxed-? 


Re 
/B:5he3324 


C5844 225, 


Besides these moves, White also has: 

a) 5 f321 can be compared to the 
original Blackmar Gambit; the missing 
pair of knights doesn't make much dif 
ference. After the strong 5..e5! White is 
unable even to equalize: 


at) 6 ds fs horrible in that it weakens 
the g1-a7 diagonal; after 6...Ac5 730-0 
Black remains a clear pawn ahead as 
White still cannot take on e4, Even 
worse was 7 Sci? @xgi! 8 Rxgt exf3 9 
skb5+? c6 10 dxc6 Was+ and White was 
completely lost in F.Rihouey-S.Pujos, 
French League 1998, 

a2) 6 dxes just as bad because after 
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6.xdi+, compared with the Lember 
ger “Endgame Variation” (line A in 
Chapter 4), there is no knight on ¢3 to 
take on di or e4. Following 7 dxda 2f5 
8 fxea Axed 9 Df3 Fic 10 id3 0-0-0 11 
ske2 (O.Wight-S.Futida, correspondence 
2008) and now 12...dxd3+ 12 exd3 sks! 
(preventing d3-d4) 13 &e3 Eds! White 
will very soon be a clear pawn down in 
‘the endgame. 

a3) 6 e3 can be compared to the 
Soller Attack (4.d1e371 in Chapter 1) and is 
also hopeless. After 6..exd4 7 Sixda (or7 
Wixds Wxd4 8 Saxd4 ic6 gives Black an 
extra pawn in a simple position) 7..2c6 
8 Abs (or 8 Ae3 WE! 9 <3 Ad6 and 
White is completely without hope) 
8.245 Black should not fear 9 Axcé+ 
bxc6 as his extra pawn more than com- 
pensates for the devalued structure. 

b) 5 €3 mostly transposes to lines ex: 
amined below, though there are a few 
with independent value: 


bi) One advantage of 5 c3 can be 
seen after 5...c62!, Normally this move 
{s played in order to prepare ..e7-e5, but 
here it merely allows White to regain 


The indian Systems: The Hibsch Gambit 


the pawm after 6 d5 ies 7 Wa4t, result. 
ing ima slight space advantage. 

ba) 5..e6 6 £3 has had few practical 
outings, as after 6..exf3 7 Sixf3 the ab- 
sence of the black king's knight gives 
White additional attacking possibilities; 
€. 7udtd6 8 £43 0-0 9 0-0 2147? 10 
Shxh74! soxh7 14 2ig5+ dg8 (or 11.stig6 
12 @xf7)) 12 Whs and White wins. in- 
stead, 6...Ad61 seems more critical since 
White still cannot take the e-pawn; but 
7 hal prepares to do so, and even after 
7..exf3 8 Wexf3 the knight has a purpose 
on 3, as can be seen in the computer 
game Crafty 18.13-DChess102, which 
continued 8..0-0.9 sd3 5? 10 Sxh74! 
{there we go again) 10..exh7 12 Ghs+ 
hg’ 12 igs Hes 13 xt7+ hes 14 
Whs+ 98 25 Wh7+ dfs 16 Whs+ te7 
27 Wxg7 mate. 

3) 5..b6 6 £3 2b7 7 fires fixes 8 Oif3 
6 9 aca Dd7 10 Sigs &b7 
(20.ixg2!?} 11 0-0-6 12 xe67! tues 
13 @xe6 was played in EL.Diemer- 
Mikloss, Rastatt 1958. Objectively, this 
course of action is a bit rash, and even 
though Diemer won after 13.87 14 
Wer Wi7 15 Oigs+ segs 16 hf4 246 17 
hes fixes 18 dxes eB 19 Bada cs 20 
exfo Hxe2? 21 Ed8+ Ze 22 (7+ uif8 23 
fxeBi mate, itis not clear if White could 
have conducted his attack successfully 
after 16..n6, say, when 17 Sie6? He8 18 
Baer ads 19 Ox fails to 19..Exe2! 20 
Gxd7 Exg2+ 21 thi Ege+ and Black 
gives mate. | suggest the calmer 10 0-0 
6 11 4g5 ke7 12 Wet £7, as in 
TSawyer-Clark, Intemet Chess Club 


1998, and now | like 13 Se5!? (threaten- 
ing 14 xf?!) 23..0-0 14 4id3 followed 
by tha with a dangerous initiative on 
the kingside. 

a) 5...R5 looks sensible, but then 6 
.2c4 transposes to line Ai. Alternatively, 
| quite like Diemer’s as yet untried sug- 
gestion of 6 g4 2.96 7 2e2!? intending 
torun down the board with h2-ha-hs. 

bs) 5..e5! is the best option and 
leaves White with an unenviable choice: 
6 Aic4 transposes to 6 c3 in line A2 (orto 
line A3 if Black replies with 6..4c6), 
while 6 dxes Wxda+ 7 &xda Dc6 and 6 
203 exda (or 6..2c6, which is 6 SLe3 in 
line A3 again) 7 Axda 26 give him 
nothing at all 


AS kt 


| would Hike to start with the move 
that, up to this day, is considered to be 
the main line. It is understandable why 
5 dicd is attractive: White immediately 
‘easts his eyes on f7, the weakest point in 
the enemy camp, and Black has to be 
‘areful not to fall victim to any surprise 
attacks. 
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Im response Black has: 


Lesser alternatives are: 
a) Sue6 opens the a5-d8 diagonal 


and thus prepares .e7-e5 (as after 
‘44xe5 Black can win the pawn back with 
-Wa5+) but also takes the c6-square 
from the black knight and does nothing 
immediate to threaten the white d- 
pawn. Therefore | suggest 6 c3 which 
closes the a5-e1 diagonal, supports the 
d-pawni and opens the di-a4 diagonal, 
which means that Wb3 with a double 
attack on b7 and f7 is always in the air. 
One amusing example was MZuber- 
H.Bruderer, Bascl 1986, which contin 
ued 6..96 7 f3 exf3 8 2ixf3.g790-00-0 
30 Wes (White has a very good version 
of a Studier Attack in Chapter 9) 
1047 11 Wha hs 12 95 £f6 23 gal? 
{technically 23 &tb31 was more accurate 
and if 13.<2b6 then 14 Des!) 13..haga? 
(23..€1b6! 24 tba xga defends) 14 
Rxf6 ext6 (or 14,.2xf6 15 Dg5 AS 16 
Rxfsl gxfs 17 Wh6 with a decisive at- 
tack) 15 Whél f5 16 Wxg6+ che 17 
Wh6+ ikgs 18 D495 Af6 19 Bys+ hs 20 
SAxt7 a7 23 Wh6+ 2-0. 

'b) 5..0d7 intends 6 £37! eS!, but 
uns into 6 hs! €6 (or 6.967 WAS e6 8 
‘Wxes Df6 9 Wh4 We7 10 Of3 47 11 
e5 and White was more than com- 
fortable in PAston-MSimons, Paignton 


304 


1990) 7 xe6! We7 (7.6 8.d5 Ab6 9 
2x04 fWixd4 10 e2 is good for White; or 
if 7.96? 8 Bxd7+ Bxd7 9 Wes+ We7 10 
‘Wxhs £6! then 21 Oh3! 0-0-0 12 Digs! or 
41_Gxh3 42 gxha WE7 13 Agst extri- 
cates the queen to leave White the ex- 
change up)  3tb3 and White has safely 
regained the pawn. S.Robin-L.Roos, Val 
d'lsere 2004, continued 8..96 9 Was f6 
(or 9..##xg5 20 x95 4g7 11 0-0-0 0-0 
12 Der a5 13 a4 Db6 14 Ag3 Wek 15 
Bhe1 with a clear advantage in 
PAulaskari-D.Olofson, correspondence 
1997) 10 ig3 D6 11 Dez a5 12 a4 eG 
and now 13 2xe6 Wes 14 Wxc7 eB 15 
Wxb7 Exc 16 c3 skb4 17 0-01 would 
have been clearly better for White. 

©) 5.46 may be seen as a refine. 
‘ment of the previous line, since the 
threat of b+ forces White to play 6 
3, and then: 


1) 6.2347 7 e2 (of course 7 Whs?! 
is now easily dealt with) 7..2b6 (the 
immediate 7..e5 can be met by 8 %\g3, 
e.g. 8.2b6 9 ib3 f5 10 dxes Wes 11 
DSI c6 12 fs We7 13 Wiz with defi- 
nite compensation in R.Kuni-KMelia, 
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correspondence 2003; after 13.e6 14 
gs WE7 15 0-0-0 ds 16 fe h6 17 
Dads Oxds 18 223 0-0-0 19 Sxa7 
White regained his pawn and still had 
the bishop pair) 8.2b3 Jiga 9 h3 ths 10 
0-00-00 "with equality” was given by 
Pape 8 Jensen, The only practical exam- 
ple | could find was CDiebert-P..ake, 
Philadelphia 1980, which continued 13 
Wes F571 12 Afa LeB 13 De6 bs 14 
fs We6 15 Ded wxd 16 4 Axca 17 
Sci g5 18.5 and Black resigned. 

€2) 6.26 transposes to 5.26 6 3 
Wa6 inthe notes to ine A3. 

€3) 6..M#g62I, going for a second 
pawn, is quite risky as after 7 Bez Bixg2 
8 igi White is developing very quickly. 
For example, 8..W#xh2 9 2f4 Wha 10 
Bb3 e6 11 gs Wh3 12 0-0-0 Ws 13 ds! 
25.14 fie3 Dd7 15 dé cxdé 16 ig3 Was 
17 Rds Hibs 18 Sixes Bs 19 Zxg7! 
2xd5 20 Wxds Wes 21 Whs+ £47 22 
8xb7_ was winning for White in 
BBerriot-AChigishey, correspondence 
2002; while T-Porrasmaa-AVeingold, 
Helsinki 2000, saw 8..19h3 9 2f4 c6 10 
Wb3 e6 11 0-0-0b5 12 Axbs! €5 13 dxes 
Ae6 14 Bc Dd7 15 Bxd7! Axca 16 
Wo7 Wxd7 17 Wxa8+ we7 18 Ads c5 19 
Ag5+ 16 20 exto+ &f7 21 Wxeg xd 22 
fxg7 skxg7 23 Wit tes 24 Ker+ ds, 
and here simply 25 %e7 would have 
been decisive. 

A) 6.05 seems better motivated but 
then 7 Whs! is possible again; after 
Tulke6 8 dxes We6 9 Axe6 Wxeé 20 
@h3 g6 11 We2 Wres 12 fs We7 13, 
0-0-0 itg7 14 Shei 0-0 15 Wxes Wxea 


26 Txeq Za6 17 tes fe 18 Exes+ 
xeB 19 Rd7 White enjoyed a comfort. 
able endgame advantage in MSemri- 
RRoskar, Ljubljana 1999. 
d) Against the counter-strike 5..c5 
White needs to play accurately if he 
hopes to gain any advantage at all. 6 a5, 
‘was given in Sawyer’s Keybook, quoting 
the game "Birchbeer’."schimpf”, inter- 
net Chess Club 1996, 6..96 7 We2 dio7 8 
xed which White eventually won, 
though am not sure how things would 
have tumed out had Black played the 
annoying 8..#a5+ 9 2d2 Wb6, Another 
interesting approach is 6..2d7 now 
that the eS-square is available; e.g, 7.¢3 
26 Bad Zies 9 We2 Aixca 10 Wicd e6 12 
dxe6 Axes 12 Bxea Bas 13 Wads ixds 
with an obvious advantage for Black in 
‘TFischer-S.Vieten, Dortmund 1998. 
Instead, White should prefer 6 hs! 


da) After 6..e6 Lane gives 7 dxcs 
‘Was+ 8c3 Wxcs 9 We2 £47 10 Le3 Wc7 
11 0-0-0 Gicé 12 £3 exf3 13 Dxfa e714 
hf 0-0 15 £d3 Zib4 26 ba Lag 17 
dq Zack (G.Zintgraff-FDick, San Anto- 
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io 1992) and suggests 28 a3! for White, 
when 18.05 loses to 19 Wd3! (a 
zwischenzug to defend c3 before taking 
‘the bishop). However, Black's 16th and 
17th moves were rather helpful, 
whereas with 16.6 17 a3 ds 18 
Ada Rads, say, White still has to prove 
that his attack is worth a pawn. Fur- 
thermore, Black might play 7..d4! 8 
We2 xcs 9 c3 (9 Shea? Wxb2) 9s, 
10 2f3 Axf2+ 12 dbxf2 Ws 12 Sf exf3: 
43 Waxf3 as in “Damon”-"Nikbel”, online 
game 2002, and after 23..Wxf3+ | don't 
see any compensation for White. 

Therefore, | suggest 7 512, when it is 
not so easy for Black to coordinate his 
forces, while White will have good 
chances to pick up the e4-pawn. For ex- 
ample, 7.816 8 Se2 WS 9 g3! Bxhs 
10 Shs e5 110-0 f5 12 Sigs R47 13 
Het Zia6 14 Axaé bxaé 15 £3 ca 16 tes 
saw While regain the pawn with a good 
position in .Hauser-V.Paulik, corre 
spondence 2007. 

2) 6.98 7 Wxes ic6 is more com- 
mon. 


Now Pape & Jensen give 8 sie3 e6 9 
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Wbs 2d7 10 0.00 a6 from NHorm 
‘CDiebert, Columbus 1986, as equal, but 
after 11 Bos Wxg5 12 xg5 Ag7 13.03 
Bc8 (as played in the game) Black must 
be better: and 8 @bs 9.479 ds es 1046 
W612 Le3 Sixd6 12 Was 0-0.0130.00 
BCT 14 Ge2 a6 15 Sch Leb 16 Weg 
fs 17 Wf3 ea from CDiebert- 
CSchulien, Columbus 1985, is no im- 
provement. However, 8 ids! seems to 
solve all problems, and after 8...d7 9 
We4 e6 10 sixes Whq 11 Was fs 12 
Axcé Sixcé 13 Of3 Wg4 14 0-0 xf 15 
‘Waxf3 Wxf3 16 gxf3 cB 17 c3 White was 
clearly better in R.Felber.CSchulien, cor- 
Tespondence 1996. 
€) 5.g6 is seen quite often: 


e1) 6 £37! ig7 7 c3 is the only line 
Given by Lane, but 7..0-0! 8 fed eS 9 
DF3 (not 9 d5? Wh44) 9..exd4 10 cxdg 
(or 20 gs We8 21 0-0 dxc3 12 bxc3 
2c6, .Fowler-RAloma Vidal, U'Estartit 
2007) 10..894 11 Se3 Zc6 12 Wd2 
duxf3 13 gxf3 Dxda was clearly better 
for Black in CFeijoo Novoa-MGarcia 
Carbo, Burgas 1999, 

€2) The rash 6 ha2l 3297 7.¢3 G6 (or 
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7.25 8 ags Was 9 Wer exd4 10 
Wxe4+ Se6 ~ Pape & Jensen; since 12 
Wxb72! 0-01 12 Wxa8 Sxc4 looks very 
strong for Black) 8 We2?! was countered 
in NJJensen-H.Augustin, correspon- 
dence 1988, by 8.125! 9 &b51 c6 10 
hag Was 11 2c2 Sfs 12 203 Weg 13 
Wd2 c5 24 b3 Wa6 15 Y)e2 Md 16 igs 
onda and White resigned. Instead, Pape 
S Jensen suggest 8 hs Wd6 9 Dh3 with 
ideas of Wdt-b3, c1-f4 and Dh3.95, 
but this allows 9..2xdal 10 cxda? Was 
0 10 495 #)e6 and Black consolidates. 

#3) | like 6 e3 297 7 Wd2 rather 
‘more; For example, 7..c5 (after 7..0-0 8 
0-0-0 White should attack on the king- 
side with sth6 and h2-ha-hs, while 7.05, 
8 He2 exd4 9 Aixd4 c5 104105 oF 90-0 
10 0-0-0 also gives White good play) 8 
597 daxb2 9 Ebi 97 (9..¥D6? looks for 
the cheap shot 10 3? xe3, but the 
simple 10 ie2 leaves the black bishop 
‘in trouble) 10 f3 reaches an interesting 
position where it is not easy for Black to 
complete development. 

#4) 6 3 is the most sensible ap- 
proach, blunting the activity of the dark- 
squared bishop in advance of 6.97.59 
that White can play 7 We2!, aiming to 
regain the pawn as quickly as possible. 
Black can still play his natural break 
7205 (if 7a.¢5 8 dxc5 Jkf5, as in LKuling- 
DsSchenkeveld, Dieren 2007, then 9 £3! 
looks good) 8 Wxe4 0-0, but after 9 
axes! sixes 10 Zif3 97 11 #e3 Oic6 12 
0-0 fs 13 WF4 White has the more ac 
tive position. This is far preferable to 9 
e321 Dc6 10 dees AUf5 11 WHA Dxes 


(M.kaeser HAugustin, correspondence 
1986) or 9 S\°3?! exd4 10 0-0 daca 12 
bxc3 cb (GFiebig-H.Augustin, corre- 
spondence 1986) in which Black had a 
definite advantage. 

f) To my surprise, apart from 5..nif5 
in Tine Aa, the most frequent choice is 


True, this closes the a2-g8 diagonal, 
but it also shuts in the light squared 
bishop (which makes it easier for White 
to attack the e-pawn}; furthermore, the 
typical counter-strike 27-5 would 
mow come with the loss of an important 
tempo, so Black has to rely on .c7-¢5. 
Now the direct 6 £3 doesn’t threaten 
anything as 7 fied would be met by 
7-ha+. Therefore Black can ignore it 
and play 6..c5! (6.247 followed by 
7.266 also comes into consideration), 
after which 7 d5 exds 8 Axds td6 9 
Re3 0.0 10 fxed Cid7 12 03 S16 12 0-0, 
as in WHeidenfeld-K.Kirby, correspon- 
dence 1959, 12_.Wc71 1s dead level, 
Diemer tried to improve this with 6 
2h3, intending 0-0, &e3 and only then 
£243, Black should respond with 6..47 
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7 0-0 2f6 in order to block the File, 
When 8 Se3 can be met by 8.47 9 £3 
.hc6, or similarly 8 Her £479 g5 Sc6 
and if 10 f31? exf3 11 Oxf? ext? 22 
Sixes eR 13 d5 then 13,.f2+! 14 dxf 
2d7. instead, 8 c3 c5 (here 8.0.47 9 £3 
exf3 10 Wxf3 skc6 11 Wer e7 12 gs 
0.0 13 Sid? d5 14 243 g6 15 <4 26 
16 dkc3 gave White a strong initiative in 
G.Meszaros-EKahn, Hungarian Team 
Ch. 1993) 9 fe3 Wb6 was played in 
G.Calzolari-P.Pansier, correspondence 
2002, and after 10 Wez 247 11 Mada 
hd 12 dxe5 xcs 13 95 0-0-0 14 ba 
do 15 &e3 We7 16 Axa? Axh2+ 17 
sbha Bag 18 2b3 Lxb3 19 axb3 des 
Black had a clearly better position. 

White should prefer 6 3, preparing 
the attack on the e4-pawn, and then: 


fs) 6..0d7 plans to defend the e- 
pawn by ..c6 and ...0d7-f6. However, 
after 7 We2 2c6 (7..h4 was tried in 
TPursur-BNalepa, correspondence 
1987, but 8 \h3 de7 9 Rf4 Reb 10 Abs 
was good for White, who might have 
taken on c7 too) 8 h3 Dd7 White can 
insert 9 @bs! @xbs (9.945 10 c4 or 
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9.26 10 2xc6 bxc6 11 tgs) 10 Wxbs 
bs 11 4395 and will win the pawn back 
anyway. 

£2) 6.247 again heads for f6. Then 7 
£3 can still be ignored, while 7 40h3 Is no 
better than on the previous move, so 
White should answer with 7 We @f6 8 
2g5. CBlaauw-NZhukova, Groningen 
1994, continued 8..2d6 9 fi! h6 10 
Saxfé Pixf6 11 freq Whay 12 soda a7 
33 Sf Whs 14 c2 with interesting 
play in which White eventually came 
‘out on top. 

f3) 6..d6 is aimed against f2-f3, 
‘but allows 7 Wad forking the e4-and g7- 
pawns. Then after 7..0-0 White can 
simply regain his pawn with 8 Wxea, 
but also interesting is 8 2.g5!2e5 9 Wha 
We8 20 Dez as in CDiebertSkudrin, 
Philadelphia 4985, which continued 
10..exdd 11 Gixd4 h6 12 fe3 £7 13 
ga! Bes 14 gs Dd7 15 0-0-0 Acs 16 
Bdgi 266 17 Axes Axe6 18 Nga with a 
great position for White, even though 
‘the grandmaster eventually managed 
toescape with a draw. 

4) 6..c5 is pethaps the most logical 
move. Then 7 45?! can be met by 7..e5!? 
intending a later ..f7-£5 with good play 
for Black, while 7 2\h3?l cxdd 8 cxds 
Db4r 9 BF 0-0 10 Hig5 Yic6 41 Led 
®as! 12 b3 Qxb3 13 Wrbs e714 
2\xe4 b6 was horrible for White in 
JHeikkinen-AHaapaniemi, Finnish 
Team Ch. 2004, This leaves 7 e2 exda 
(or 7.26 8 Le3 cxd4 9 Mixda) 8 Mxda, 
after which ACosta-F.Da Silva, core: 
spondence 1995, continued 8,,a612 
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{B..05 is answered by 9 Wa4+! Dd7 10 
25 or 9.27? 10 Wb3!) 9 Wo4 WC7 10 
Ab3 f5 11 We2 5 12 De6 Bxe6 13 
Rxe6 96 14 94 Dd7 15 gxfs Dcs! 16 
ske3 4\xe6 17 fie6 We6 teaching an un- 
dear position with mutually weak 
pawns. 


AL: SSR 


5.505 is the most popular move and 
‘it makes sense: Black defends the extra 
pawn and develops the light-squared 
bishop in advance of ..27-€6, while 
keeping the option of 7-25 in some 
cases. The drawback is that the bishop is 
now exposed to White's typical courter- 
attack with g2-g4, and here the b7- 
pawn can also be vulnerable. 
6a 

Not only is it important to choose the 
correct plan, implementing the correct 
move order is important as well. Other 
moves allow Black to reach a comfort- 
able game: 

a) By now it should be clear that 6 
321 runs into the strong 6..5I, and this 
is an especially nice version for Black as 


he has already protected the e4-pawn, 

b) 6 Ze2 is a different method of 
playing against the e-pawn, but this is 
quite slow and not really in the spirit of 
the gambit After 6..e6 70-0 (7 ¢3 246 
or 7 23g3 g6 8 c3 Ld6 transposes to 7 
‘8)e2 in the main line) 7...26 (7..d6 8 
45 €5 9 ig3 Lig6 10 3 exf3 11 Wxf3 0-0 
12 95 led to a famous victory for White 
in EMUbsch-STartakower, Vienna 1922, 
which gave the whole variation its 
name, though objectively Black isnot 
worse here either) 8 Lbs (or 8 c3 as) 
8.6 9 dLxcé+ bxCE 10 c4.0-0 11 Bea 
5 12 ds We7 13 4ig3 .&xg3 14 hxga 
Rfd8 Black had a great position in 
D.Rosnier-P.Grott, correspondence 2001. 

©) 6 94 4kg6 is often played, but by 
declaring his hand so soon White gives 
his opponent more options, such as a 
quick ..h7-h5 and, in particular, ..<7-e5. 
For example: 


1) 7 G2 e5t is a good illustration of 
my previous remark. Now 8 83 (or 8 
dxes Wxda+ 9 &xda Dcé! - Lane) 
8.6 (8.0d7 9 h4 HS 10 4g3! hxgd 
211s 4th7 12 Wa4 gave White compen- 
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sation in C.Diebert Rao, Ohio 1989; al: 
though Black might improve with 
g...lie7| which threatens ...Wb4+ and 
prepares to castle) 9 c3 Ad7 10 h4 hs 11. 
q3 (or 11 Wha Wh6 12 We2 hxg4 13 
0-0-0 0-0-0 14 hs We6 15 Wb3 Hxhs 16 
‘Seh5 skxhs and Black was clearly better 
‘in R.Bocanegra Moreno-|.Ostriker, corre- 
spondence 2003) 12..23b6 12 b3 exd4 
13 &xd4 ¢5 14 gxhs 2xhs 15 Aixhs 
oxd4 16 Wg4 Wes 17 0-0-0? Wxhs 18 
Wrest Le7 was just speculation in 
C.Diebert-MRohde, Philadelphia 1985, 
and Black went on to win (albeit after 
giving his opponent a one move chance 
towards the end). 
e2)703 


can also be met by 7..eSI? (7.26 
transposes to the main line), but 
7.. 2471 looks even better; e.g, 8 2e2 (or 
8 Wb3 4)b6!) 8..e51 9 ha hs 10 2g3 hxgs 
31 WS and now, rather than 41..f5?) 12 
hnxgé fixhay 13 Sxha Wha 14 Dg3 F425 
M5 Wha 26 sed2 Wg2 17 We e3+ 18 
c2 as in P.Motta-F.Barlage, correspon- 
dence 1998, where White eventually 
consolidated, simply 11..2h7 22 Wb3 
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Wie 13 Wxb7 Mbe 14 Wxa7 exd4 15 
xdg Des leaves White struggling to 
equalize. 

3) 7 h¢hs 8 Dh3 (or 8 g5 eS!) 8.-e5! 
Js again strong. The game “Birchbeer’- 
B.Finegold, Intemet Chess Club 1995, 
continued 9 dxe5 (Gunderam's 9 4)g5? 
just allows 9..Wxda; and 9 c3 hxga 10 
gs Wd7 11 3 Océ 12 xf? Dasl 
was little better in BRiepe-R Deuter, 
correspondence 2002) 9...Wxd1+ 10 
xd hxgd (or 210..3c6) 11 Of fs 12 
26 f6 13 Dds Ad6 14 He3 g6 15 Dds 
Res 16 fa dixta 17 Dnto+ ee 18 7+ 
xe7 19 Hids+ U6 20 Finfs eS! 21 
2q2 4c6 with a very good ending for 
Black. 

4) 7 f4 was tested in a few of the 
many games between Diemer and Gun- 
Geram. Black shouldn't necessarily cap- 
ture en passant as 7..exf3 8 Dxf3 €6 9 
0-0 gives White some chances; eg. 9..c6 
410 ha hs? (10.846) 11 295 Se7 12 
Des! Axgs 13 Zing’ £e3+ 14 2 fas 
15 Wd3 with a very dangerous attack. 
Gunderam later improved with the 
calm 7..61, after which 8 se3 (or 8 hg 
hs 9.¢3 hxga 10 Wxga 5 11 93 2id7) 
8.247 9 h4 (or 9 De2 Db6 10 &b3 he7 
11 ch Shae 12 2? Sixfo4 13 stot 
‘Whae 14 2g3 f5) 9..h5 10 ds oS! 14 f5 
&h7 12 Ge2 Le7 13 g5 Axfs 14 0-0 
ig6 15 4ig3 Ad6 26 a3 We7 led to vie- 
tory for Black in all three games, 

5) Finally, 7 te3 produces a posi- 
tion that might also arise in line B (if 
White plays 7 Jic4 there), However, one 
of the main ideas that line is to harass 
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the light squared bishop with De2f4, 
which Black can now pre-empt with 
7h51, Although practical examples are 
absent, | think that Black, following up 
with ..07-e6 and ..2\d7, must be better 
as it is difficult for White to show any 
thing for the pawn. 


‘Here 6..e5? 7 Wb3 and 6.26? 7 
@b3 show why <2:c3 was more useful 
than g2-g4 at this precise moment. The 
double attack at f7 and b7 ensures that 
White regains the pawn at once; eg 
6.2c6? 7 Wo3 e6 8 Wxb7 Das 9 &bs+ 
6 10 Qxcb+ xc6 11 WacGs ske7 12 
214 was winning for White in S.Tarok- 
‘TReiss, Hungarian Junior Ch. 1995. 

Teal 

Now is the right time for this ad- 
vance. White needs to play energetically 
in order to retain chances for an initia- 
tive. Other moves are significantly 
weaker 

a) 7 f3 1s still ineffective, as Black is 
‘not inclined (or forced, for that matter) 
to take on (3. Instead, 7..2d7 8 We2 
206 9 Rb3 sdb 10 g3 exf3 11 Axf3.0-0 


120-0 ¢5 13 e3 Wc7 14 Bf gq 15 
42 hé 16 Zaft ds led to a position 
without any compensation for White in 
MBagherabadi-JBrooks, East Lansing 
1991. 

b) 7 £)e2 is again too tame; the idea 
{sto regain the pawn on e4, but itis not 
lear that White will succeed even in 
doing that much. For instance, after 
Judkd6 8 2g3 (or if 8 Df, hoping to 
hunt down the f5-bishop by g2g4 and 
h2-ha, then simply 8..0xfa 9 Saxfa 2id7 
100-00-0 11 3 Ob6 12 kb3 Ads witha 
very good position for Black in HSchuh- 
RGrathwohl, German League 1986) 
8.296 9 We? Black can safely play 
3..Wha, The game RiSchreck-Ge Siegel, 
Waldshut 1982, continued 10 32b3 0-0 
44.8d2.O\d7 12 0-0-0¢5 13 Wb5 Bfas 14 
-Ge3 cxda (1426 looks even better) 15 
Eada 5 16 Bxd6 Aixb3+ 17 axb3 
Zxd6 18 95 Wo4 19 h3 Hds 20 Wxds 
Wixg3 21 fxg3 exds 22 Adi f6 23 died 
£47 and Black kept his extra pawn in 
the ending. 

©) 7 Wis js relatively the best alter 
native to the text, although the lack of 
an additional threat gives Black more 
room in his choice of defence. For in- 
stance, 7..1@c8 (or just 7..d7 8 Wxb7 
8.d6 9 %e2 0.0 with good play for Black 
In LW.Davis-b-Martinez, Concord 1995), 
8 De2 Adé! (not 8..Dd77! 9 g3 Ag6 
20 h4, when 40..h5? 11. xe6! is why 
8.47 1s inaccurate, while after 
20.0006 12 hS AfS 22 ts Aca 13 
Qxg7+ ixg7 14 Wxc4 White had the 
advantage in CDiebert-C.Blocker, Co- 
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Tumbus 1983) 9 2193 296 10000-0121 
Het Soxg3 12 haga c6 13 Sf4 Ee8 14.04 
©d7 15 Be2 eS and Black was much 
better in D.Beaumont-J.Miraglia, corre- 
‘spondence 2002. 

Tondig6 8 Wb3 


8.8 

8..2d7 9 h4 (Smith & Hall awarded 
9 Wixb7 with an exclamation mark, but 
after 9..2d6 10 h4 hs | would prefer 
Black) 9..h5 10 Sxe6! illustrates one 
point of the chosen move order, as 
10..fxe6? 11 ixe6+ wins the piece back 
immediately, while after 10 Abs 11 
gxhs Zxhs (or11..exhs 12-f5)12 tgs 
Re7 13 2g4 She 24 hs! White has 
safely regained the pawn (since 
14,.58xg57? loses to 15 hxg6l Hxha? 16 
‘Wxt7 mate}. In similar fashion, 8 2.46 9 
hd h6 20 g$ (or 10 &xe6) 10.h5 11 
Bxeél 0-0 12 hs Dd7 was 
MTkhelidze-MMchedlishvili, —Thifisi 
2000, and here 13 #e2! intending #f& 
looks like the best plan for White 
9 Dear 

This is the currently favoured move 
with the dangerous plan of 10 f4 and 
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h2-h4, Other ideas are found wanting: 

a) 9 ha?! hs 104)h3 (after 10.95 de 
11 Qe2 Sifs 12 Qg3 Axg3 13 fxg3 from 
WSzenetra-G.Bagaturov, —_Boblingen 
1998, the calm 13..d7 would have led 
to a better position for Black) 10,.hxg4 
11 f4 £f5 12 ds was another 
E.Diemer-G.Gunderam, correspon 
dence 1977, and here 12..e5 “with 
counterplay” was given by Smith & Hall 
In fact Black fs simply two pawns up. 

b} 9 £4 exf3 (Black should react to the 
threat of f4-f5; the carefree 9...ie7? was 
played in “Soliton™"gucio’, Internet 
‘Chess Club 1999, and after 10 ha hs 11 
51 exfs 12 gxfs Sixfs 23 dixt7+ bf8 14 
e2 g6, the neat 15 fa! sig7 16 Axgé! 
2xg6 17 4x6 would have exposed the 
black king to a decisive attack) 10 2ixf3 
is the traditional continuation, and 


bi) 10...8e7 11 0-00-02 Hes Dd7? 
13 Axe6! fre6 14 Wxe6+ dih8 15 Oxg6+ 
hxg6 16 Wxe7 2-0 ENiehus-A Freidl, cor- 
Tespondence 1985, doesn't mect Black’s 
requirements. 

ba) 10...e4?! is even worse: 11 0-0 
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£xf3 (otherwise the knight would go to 
95 or e5, but now White gets strong play 
‘on the ffile) 12 Sxf3 Aicé 13 gs £d6 
4 Raft (14 Bxf7! wins at once) 
24.0-071 15 Exf7! (splat) 15meB 16 
BN6! g6 (26..9xh6 17 We2 mates im 
mediately) 17 &g7+ whe 18 Sff7 He7 19 
Bxh7+ @g8 20 Wer Des 21 des Res+ 
22 seg? Exf7 23 Wxg6+ 1-0 |.Gegner- 
Krisin, Erlangen 2990. 

63) 10...d7! preventing 2f3-e5 is 
critical, and White has scored miserably 
from this position. 11 dte3 seems Tela 
tively best; eg. 11..b6 12 Re2 Re7 13 
0-0-0 Mids 14 dz c6 15 Des We7 16 ha 
eq 17 Bhfa f6 18 Dd3 000 19 cA 
Aaxd3 20 Sixd3 O1b6 22 24 with some 
compensation for White in 4.Fries- 
MDorer, correspondence 2002, but this 
whole line fs rather unconvincing. 


90671 

Too slow, but it does allow us to see 
White's attack in all its glory. 9..h62! 10 
fa skh7 11 ha as 12 g5 24 13 da 85 
414 g6! Wa7 15 gxf7> Wx"7 16 f3 Rd6 37 
fred xed 28 Bfs WI6 19 We2 Wha 20 
d1 n7 21 Lxe6 was also very good 


for White in JHauser-ANowak, corre- 
spondence 2006. 

Black should probably opt for 
9...8d6, but even so White found coun- 
terplay with 10 h4 hs 22 gi! in 
JKessler-W.Lieht, correspondence. 2006, 
and after 14..a6 (11.hxg4 12 Bxg4 a6? 
Tuns into 13 Exg6l) 12 gxhs dixhs 13 
\f4 bS (or 13..axf4 14 Axf4 Bh7 15 
We2 3 16 ez) 14 Pixhs Rxhs 15 dif 
Bxh4. 26 Sxg7 Qd7, then 17 Res! fol 
lowed by 0-0-0 and c2-c4 would have 
maintained reasonable play for the 
pawn. 

20 2f4 c5 12. hg 3 12 xe Leg 

Black was counting on this move to 
solve his problems, but: 
13 45! Axha 

1305 1461 ixd6 15 Sixt7+ she7 16 
©-0-0.£xh1 17 Oihstis similar. 

14 due6 fxe6 15 2xe6 Web 16 0-0-0.2d6 
17 Shs 2 f3 18 dz 


White has a huge attack for the sac- 
rificed rook In the two games that 
reached this position, Black was unable 
to find even a short-term defence. 

a) 18.048 19 fa Wbs 20 Rxd6+ 
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she7 24 Wxbs axb5 22 Aixg7 Ha6 23 Sd3 
Rxe6 24 Bast 17 25 Sixes exes 25 
Exf3 1-0 W.Trumpf-H.Muri, correspon- 
dence 2007. 

b) 18.4 19 xcs x94 20 Hxg7+ 
bd8 22 £3! (deflection) 21.18xf3 22 
Mid6+ Dd7 23 WD6+ sic8 24 Was and 
White won again in W.Trumpf-T,Taylor, 
correspondence 2005. 


Unfortunately for White, things 
don't always go so smoothly. The differ- 
ence between the regular Blackmar- 
Diemer and the Hilbsch Gambit is of 
course the absence of a pair of knights. 
From Black's side this makes the ad- 
vance ..07-€5 far more attractive, since 
a possible daxes does not attack a 
kmight on f6. The prime illustration of 
this fact can be seen in line A3, Mean- 
while there is: 


25.05 


The value of this move for Black has 
been a matter of some controversy; 
5.085 is excellent according to Gegner, 
whereas Freidl and Lane both assign ita 
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question mark. As usual, the truth lies 
somewhere in between. 
6 @hs 

6 cB lets Black choose between 
626, transposing to line A3, and the 
direct 6..exd4 7 D2 (not 7 cxda? Sb44, 
while the aggressive 7 Whs?! was coun- 
tered by 7..Wf6 8 gs Wg6 9 Wha Ae6 
10 @e2 h6 11 fg de7 12 Wg3 d3 in 
“Legal'-GPapaioannou, internet Chess 
Club 2003) 7...€6 with a good position. 
He should, however, refrain from 
Fudge? 8 Wo3 2d6 9 Lixt7+ (which 
lane says “is equal according to Die- 
mer") as 9..<ef8 10 da ts clearly better 
for White, and after 10..03d7? 11 ths! 
he was already winning in €4.Diemer- 
F.Heger, Ketsch 1978. 
6..8e7 

6 F671 from TPurser-R Driver, Fait- 
born 1980, is dubious, Not only does 
White regain the pawn with 7 dxes, af- 
ter 7.1896 (or 7.85 8 Was Sxf5.9 24 
2x6 10Die2 Ses is 10...F521 in the next 
note) 8 Wxg6 hxg6 9 Sif4 the black e 
pawn is in more danger than its coun- 
terpart. One sample line is 9..6 10 #e2 
fs 11 Qg3 cs 12 0-0, when 12..€3? 
fails to both 13 fxe3 axc2 14 Baca and 
13 Gixe3 Oxe3 14 fre3 e6 15 dxe6 
dxeb 16 Ded. 
7a" 

Refusing the es-pawn is risky as 
White might not get a second chance to 
take it. Then again, 7 Wxe5 fs fine for 
Black after 7..1xe5 (or 7..2c6 8 Wxe7+ 
4ixe7 9 3 Das 10 Ads f5 212 ba c6 12 
Axed fired 13 bxas ds 14 a3 Sixas 
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255202 f5 16 De2 0-0-0 as analysed by 
Pete Tamburro) 8 dxes 26 9 24 5 
20 Dez Ke6! (10.257! 11 0-0 0-0 12 
293 Ag6 13 Efet Dds 14 Zac De6 15 
2e3 was good for White in P.Reuter- 
MMeizinger, Untergrombach 2993) 13 
Axe6 (or 11 skbS 0-0-0 12 xc6 bxc6 13 
‘23g3 €31?) 12..fre6 12 3 0-013 OO Es! 
34 94 Iif7 and Black was certainly not 
worse in LMary-S.Chin, correspondence 


Taking up the gauntlet, although 
this allows White to seize the initiative 
and so might not be the best choice. 
Instead: 

a) 7..96 forces White to play 8 xe 
Bxes 9 des after all, but the inclusion 
of c2-c3 and ..g7-g6 is probably in his 
favour; €.9. 9.597 10 fa! (stronger than 
10 dif, @ic6 11 BI? Axe6 12 Axeb fre6 
33 xc? Res! 14 Sixes Axes when 
Black's activity compensates for his 
damaged pawn structure) 10..c6?! 
(20..exf3 11 Axes Bc6 12 Sf would 
only be stightly better for White) 11 e2 
4f5 22 0-0 e7 13 293 Dd7 14 Hes f6 


5 Dxea fxes 16 fxes hes? 17 Xgs+ 
SFB 18 DAf6l Hxes 19 Gixd7+ Sixd7 20 
Exes Sxe5 21 Mft+ and Black resigned 
in JHunstock-KHaack, correspondence 
1988, 

b) 7.26! was suggested by Tam- 
burro, who analysed 8 igs Wd7 9 0-0-0 
h6 20 tha Ws! to Black's satisfaction. 
White might try 8 ds, but after 8..b8 it 
is not clear how he should proceed: 9 
3 d7 10 0-0-0 a6, and 9.8.95 Wes 10 
Wer AXfs, and 9 £3 96 10 Wy5 exf 11 
2\xf3 2\d7 all seem more than adequate 
for Black. 

©) 7.247! looks good too; €.g. 8 S.g5 
g6! (rather than 8.2vf62! ¢ Axf6 Wixté 
10 dxes Wig6 14 Wxg6 hxg6 12 He2 Shs 
13 e6! Sxe6 14 Sixes fxe6 15 Pif4 and 
White was better in FPeigney- 
Nowicki, correspondence 2001) 9 Wha 
(or 9 2xe7 gxhs 10 2xf8 Exf8 intending 
~AT45) 9..f6 10 e3 exdd 11 xd4 (not 
21 cxd4? S44) 44..c5 12 Re3 Db6 and 
again White is struggling to find com- 
pensation for the pawn. 

8 igs #d790-0-0 


White's lead in development gives 
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him a definite initiative, if not necessar 
‘ly the advantage: 

a) 9..43? allows simply 10 ixd3 
since the bishop cannot be taken due to 
10,.exd3? 11 Kes, 

b) 9.6 10 Hex! crashes through 
on the e-file and 10..g6? (20.03? 43 
cxd4) 11 Rxeq+ fhe7 12 We2 dxc3 13 
Rds cxb2+ 14 Wxb2 Rg8? 15 Bxe7+ led 
to an easy win for White in HSchug- 
Von Westphalen, correspondence 
1985. Black's only chance was 10...W#f5! 
11 g4 (not 12° Zxed+?! dte7!) 12..Wg6 12 
‘Wxg6 hxg6 23 Hxed+ Ae7, although 14 
kxe7 M1xe7 15 22 would still be good 
for White. 

¢) 9.96 10 Wh4 26 (more tenacious 
than 10,.Wga? 12 Exdal te7 12 Bxea 
Wha 13 Bxe7+ Sf8 14 Bxf7+ which 
‘was disastrous for Black in TWickens- 
Msaliba, correspondence 1965) 12 
Wxe4+ 2e7 12 53 0-0 (Tamburro ana- 
sed 12..Wfs 23 Wxfs Sxfs 14 Dher 
dxc3 15 Bxe7+ Qixe7 16 Bet as clearly 
better for White) 13 ixe7 ®xe7 14 
Wxe7 @xe7 15 Aixd4 also gives White 
an edge; eg, 15.2)f5 16 Hhe1 dé 17 
‘Ads ga 18 £3 £47 19 c4 c5 20 Dir 
Mads 21 a3 a5 22 b4 b6 23 bxas bras 24 
Be3_ a4 and although Kevin Denny 
states that “White really has to work 
hard to win this one”, he nevertheless 
has good chances to do so. 

4) 9.5 has not been tried in a 
practical game as yet, but looks critical 
‘Tamburro gives 10 4f3 0-0 11 Dxda 
Wiga 12 Wxg4 Qxga 13 Bder Sxda 14 
xd Af5 15 Rds Deb 16 Sexc6 bxc6 17 
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e7 Bfe 18 2c5 a5 19 ded? a4 20 He3 
Zebs “and Black is okay”; and 14 Bxea 
Bxf2 15 Zxgd (or 15 Hft f5 16 Her 
LG!) 15.547 16 Sta Mes 17 Seg neg 
18 Exes Dd6 19 e7 f6 20 fa Bf7 ismo 
improvement. Perhaps White should try 
10 Lf6I? gxfé 11 Wxcs We7 12 Wada 
26 13 We3, as suggested by “Won- 
derer” at ChessPublishing.com, when at 
least there is still something to play for. 


A3: 5.061 


The critical variation, as recom 
mended by GM Eric Prié (at ChessPub- 
Tishing.com) and IMs John Cox (in Deal- 
jing with d4 Deviations) and Yelena 
Dembo {in Fighting the Anti-King’s indi- 
ars), 
6a 

Alternatives are hardly worth con- 
sidering: 

a) 6 ds Basi 7 tbs+ (or 7 te? 6) 
76 8 dxc6 Wrdae 9 stxda 2xc6 is 
“plain horrible for White” to quote Ye- 
Jena Dembo, while 7 We2 Zxcd (after 
7.815 8 {4 and 9 0-0-0 White has 
some compensation as it is difficult for 
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Black to develop) 8 Wxc4 e6 3 dxe6 
Bxe6 10 Wxeq Wds 11 Wxds Rxds 
leaves Black with all the chances, 

b) 6 e3 is not so trivial, but if Black 
‘carries out his intended 6.es! he has 
good prospects for an advantage. For 
example, 7 d5 (after 7 dxes, instead of 
trading queens, it is even better to play 
7..We71, e.g. 8 Bez Wres 9 0-0-0 £d6 
with a clear extra pawn for Black) 
7..2e7 (or 7..42a5 followed by 8..c6) 8 
£3.(B g4 h5 9 gxh5 fs 10 We2 Dixe3 21 
‘Wxe3 Wha was also very good for Black 
in UPloder-Gregor, correspondence 
1982) &.4if5 9 We2 exf3 10 @ixf3 C\xe3 
21 Wxe3 Ad6 12 0-0 0-013 Haei f6 14 
®h4 f5 15 Dts 04 16 Dds Sh 17 Des 
.xe6 18 dxe6 We7 and Black was clearly 
better in “poil"-F.Vareille, internet Chess 
‘ub 2001. 

6.5! 

The natural follow-up to 56 and 
the best move in this position, Others 
are less promising: 

a) 6.2f5? runs into 7 Wb3!, as we 
ave already seen in line At. 

b) 6..96 7 f3 exf3 8 Axf3 297 9.0-0 
0-0 10 Wes is an improved Studier At- 
tack for White, as the d-pawmn is secure 
and the absence of the f6-knight in- 
creases his attacking chances; for in- 
stance, 10..e5 can be met by 21 gs 
Af 12 Qixf7 Exf7 13 94. 

<) 6..¥d6 further prepares ...7-€5, 
but allows White to play 7 £31 (7 e2e5, 
8 Wb3 Wd7) threatens ...2:a5, while 7 
3 can be met by either 7.26 or 
‘ToMiQ6l?) 7..e5 (or 7..xf3 8 Dxf3 Le6 9 


-&b3!_with compensation) 8 d5 De7 
(8..2das 9 Bast) 9 fxe4 since What is 
mo longer possible. In P.Grimsey- 
MsSmith, correspondence 2003, Black 
‘tried 9_f5, when 10 yf 3! fxe4 (or 10.6 
31 We2) 11 Dg5 fs 12 Wb3 would 
have been good for White. 

4) 6..06 is played surprisingly often, 
though it makes even less sense than on 
the previous move: Black makes no ef- 
fort against the centre and remains in 
complete passivity. White should con- 
tinue 7 ©h3, when 7..da5 8 Waa+ cb 
(or 8..c6 9 Rez Kd6 10 We2) 94)g5 d7 
10 Wdi 246 22 Axeq (HBalke- 
WHeinrich, correspondence 1989) and 
7.27 8 os Bf6 9 Wes 0-0 
(\Geliendin-HJanzer, Mehlingen 1999) 
410 f4! are both clearly better for him, 
while 7_f5 8 0-0 £46 9 £3 offers more 
than enough compensation, 


745 

White doesn't have much choice 
here either. 7 dxes? Wxdi+ 8 dxd1 
Bxes and 7 Re3? exda 8 Axda (or 8 
cxd Abas 9 $f 0-0) 8..Aixdd 9 Wixda 
‘Wxd4 10 exd4 2f5 (Dembo) are obvi- 
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ously out of the question. The only plau- 
sible alternative is 7 Wb3, but after 
7.MG! 8-d5 (Sawyer gives & &e3 in his 
Keybook, though 8..exd4 9 xd tba 
10 Weft 2d6 or 9 Rxd4 Mixda 10 xd 
ds is little better than before) 8..i¢5! 
9 f3 (or 9 ke3 Axes 10 fxe3 De7 with a 
clear advantage to Black in C.Diebert- 
ABisguier, Philadelphia 2985) 9.u#0xg1 
10 dxcé (10 xg exf3!) 10..ab6 11 TA 
0-0 12 dks bxc6 13 Axed Wha+ White 
gave up in*E,Huber-C.koepke, Munich 
2009. 

Tne? 

Following the Masters’ recommen- 
dations, though the alternatives are 
more than acceptable: 

a) 7..2\a51? 8 e2 leaves the knight 
in danger, but after 8..c6! 9 ba cxd5 10 
bxaS Wxa5 Black gains three strong 
‘pawns for the piece, while White has 
trouble completing his development. 
U.Gohla-WConrad, —_ correspondence 
2003, continued 11 Hb1 a6 12 Wd2 2c5 
13 Edi 0-0 14 Sie? BdB 15 0-0 b5 16 
bbs Wc7 17 Wigs fs 18 Se3 a3 19 
2ig3 eT 20 bE Wh7 21 Ges fa 22 
Axd8 fre} 23 Sxe7 We6 24 fre} 26 
and the queen and pawns ultimately 
triumphed. White can play more safely 
with 8 Wad+ c6 9 dxe6 @xcé 10 2bs 
We 11 Be3 es 12 Lxc6+ bxcb 13 
Axes Wacs 14 Wxeq as in JSkeels- 
FSmyth, correspondence 1991, but 
Black isn’t worse here either. White 
might try 10 De2i? and 11 0-0 with 
ideas of b3 of g3, while if Black plays 
745 his king {s left in the centre, but 
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this would be rather speculative, 
bj 7..2b8! has been given by Serper. 


The analysis runs 8 We2 f5 9 Oh3 
Re7 10 Ad? \A7 (or 10..a6 11 £3 b5 12 
£2b3 exf3 13 Wxes O47 14 Wag? bf6 15 
Who We7+ 16 Sd2 feg2 17 Bg2 b7 18 
‘Whs+ Wf7 19 Wixfs Gics 20 Reis eds 21 
qs Wa7 22 cz His 23 Wxh7 cB 24 
xg7 AFS+ 25 shat Agd+ etc) 11 0-00 
2yf6 12 f3 £4.13 Abs+ 28 14 fires ga 
15 Bas Suda 16 xd h6 17 Dixfaexfa 
28 €5 Aixds 19 5+ dig8 20 Webs kB 
21 WYs+ with a draw by perpetual 
check. This is all very nice, but &...Af51 is 
much stronger: after 9 f3 de White 
can't capture on e4 due to ..Wha+, 
whereas Black can always take on £3 at 
an appropriate moment; e.g. 10 g3 exf3 
11 Qyxf3 0-0 12 0-0 2id7 13 bg? digd 14 
h3 Sxf3+ 45 Wixf3 £5 and White had 
nothing for the pawn in P.Tocco- 
T.Luther, Arco 2005, 

In fact 7.8! just looks good for 
Black, since 8 e2 allows 8...c5 9 g3 
Wha 10 We2 f5 as in GMeszaros- 
PSinkovics, Hungarian Team Ch. 1994; 
while 8.223 Od7! 9 h3 4\b6 10 Abs+ 
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Sd7 11 -Wh3 f6 12 0-0 Axbs 13 Bxbs+ 
Wa7 14 Wadl7+ Aixd7 15 Rfer 0-0-0 was 
given by Budzinski, 
8f3 

‘This is virtually forced as well: 8 Whs 
2g6!, 8 Wo3 ZifS! and 8 se3 fs! all 
ead to a large advantage for Black. 8 
‘Want was long considered playable, as 
after 8.47 9 Wb3 White threatens 
both d5-d6 and Wxb7. Unfortunately, as 
practice has shown, the latter can be 
safely ignored since 92st 10 éxb7 
ics! is very good for Black; e.g. 14 bs 
(or 42 b4 2b6 12 Wa6 ©3 0-1 KPape- 
Zingler, correspondence 1982) 12..0-0 
32 Sixd7 Wixd7 13 Web (or 13 Hb3 HA 
with a huge advantage, MCain- 
D.chong, correspondence 1997) 
13.Wrc6 14 dxc6 a5 15 Ne? Ha and 
Black won without difficulty in 
AlannaioliAParrilia, correspondence 
2003. 


B..ex13, 

Black has two other reasonable 
moves here: 

a) 8..2)f5 was GM Prié’s suggestion, 
intending 9 tbs+ did7 (9..c6 10 dxcé 


Wada 11 dada des 42 fees Das 13 
23 bre6 24 43 £6 45 3 is roughly 
equal) 10 dixd7+ Wxd7 11 fxea Ado. 
Cox is not quite convinced, who states 
that after 12 4if3 (but not 12 We2? due 
to 12..Wad!) 12..0.00 13 He2 Wo4 14 
2d2 "White has chances with his ideas 
of c3-cA-<5." However, 14..h5! seems 
perfectly adequate for Black; €.g. 15 4 
{5 16 b3 (or 16 Wxg4 hxgs 27 exts Cxf5) 
16... fred 17 Wuegay hxg4 18 the? g3 19 
3 g6 (so far analysis by “BladeziI” at 
ChessPublishing) 20 Sta3 (or 20 fa 
05) 20.3h4 21 Sixd6 Oxd6 22 OFA 
cs 23 Sixg3 c6 with sufficient coun- 
terplay. 

b) Dembo also mentions 8261? in- 
tending cS and ...0-0, which in fact 
has been Black's most popular choice: 
Indeed, it is hard to see how White 
Takes progress, given that 9 fxed? is 
still unplayable, while Black can: throw 
‘in either ..e4xf3 or ..£7-f5; for example, 
9 Be3 15 or 9 Rez exf3 (9.5 10 hal is 
Jess clear) 10 2xf3 4d6 with a solid po- 
sition. in this line 9 @b5+ #7 10 
4bxd7+ Waxd7 11 freq does at least re- 
gain the pawn, but Black has little to 
fear after 11.0c5 12 23 and now 
12..c61 (G-Snow). 

9 Dixf3 612 

This attempt Lo refute White's open- 
ing outright is given an exclamation 
mark by both Cox (2005) and Dembo 
(2008), though they don't consider our 
next move. Otherwise Black can just 
defend the e-pawn; eg. 9..Wd6 (9..16 
and 9..2g6 are also possible) 10 ske3 
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(10 We2 f6 11 Aid2 £f5 or 10 #3 a6 32. 
a4 @f5 22 0-0 Wb! is fine for Black, 
since 13 Qxes? loses to 13.acs+ 14 
sha 93+! 45 hxg3 Bhs mate) 
10..2\fS1 11 S2f2 eat 12 O43 €3! 13 gi 
‘Wra 14 Wf3 (or 14 &b5+ a8 15 Of 
Dh4l) 14.3 15 Dxf3 cS and the 
‘advanced (and extral) e-pawn proved 
very awkward for White in LFoote- 
‘TOtterson, correspondence 2003. 


10. Ags? 

Suggested by “ArKheiN" on the 
ChessPublishing forum, though it seems 
that Black can still defend. On the other 
hand, White has nothing better: 10 0-0 
2xd5 14 Dxe5 Se6 12 Whs Bc7 and 19 
®xes Qxds 11 We2 2e7 (Cox, Dembo) 
32 0-0 0-0 both leave him without any 
real compensation for the pawn, while 
after 10 d6 25 (not 10...\5? in view of 
11 Rxf74l dxf7 12 Oxes+ hes 13 fe 
with a very strong attack) 11 ds oxds 
12 Wrds Bixd6 13 Wxes+ Bxes 14 Lxes 
6 the two bishops provide Black with 
whatever chances are going. 
20..f61 

10..cxd5 11 ives a6 12 Eixt71? Sxf7 
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13 0.0+ eS 14 Sb3 leaves the black 
king alarmingly exposed, whereas the 
cautious 10.Wd671 11 dxc6 Dxc6 12 
Wo3 Reb 13 Eda Axcq 14 Wixc4 We6 15 
‘Wre6+ fre6 16 2e3 £e7 17 Lez h6 18 
‘Sd3 0-0-0+ 19 ed gave White a nice 
endgame in Slange-MEgan, corre- 
spondence 2006. 

aa Qxes Oixd5, 

14..fxgs?! 12 We2! and 12..fxe5?/ 12 
46 Wd7 13 Rxe7 Wis 14 We2 ixe7 15 
dxe7 (“ArkheiN”) are very dangerous. 

212 Whs+ g6 13 Cixgé6?! 

Here 13 Wea! (“ArkheiN") is stronger, 
but after 13.We7! 14 Sxd5 cxd5 25 
Whs+ (15 Axfer! Wete 16 xgbr Wes 
417 Dxh8 297) 15..Rd7 26 Wad7> Wxd7 
17 Qxd7 Sxd7 18 Sxfe Rest 19 Sd2 
(or 19 Sda Hg8) 19.£h6+ 20 dd3 Rea+ 
21 edd Bhes 22 dexds Bez Black should 
not be worse. 
13..hixg6 14 Bxhs Beye 

14.fxg5? 15 0-0-9 would allow 
White another massive attack, eg. 
15_He6 16 Bhet We7 17 Exds!? exds 
18 2b5+ 7 19 ga! intending 20 ft. 
35 da 
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15.2b67? 

The fatal mistake. instead, after 
25...ie6! 16 Sh6! (16 Axd5 0-0-0 or 16 
Eaet 0-0-0 wins material) 16..0-0-0 17 
axfa Gifge! 18 shea (not 18 scx? We7! 
19 Bxe6 Wre6 20 dice Haze! 21 diet 
Wed) 18..0/5+ 19 sb3 Bxf@ Black has 
no cause for concern, if all else fails he 
can force a draw by 20 Whé (or 20 Bae 
‘Wa8 and ..Wb6+) 20..b5 21 skxbs Aee6+ 
22 acd xcs 23 nes Wer etc. 

16 Baer “ixch+ 17 shea Ge6 18 Oxt6 
Wd6 19 Ags! Axb2 20 Txeb+ Wes 22 
‘xb? 

White has recouped all his material 
and has'a huge attack. JKessler-D Rosner, 
correspondence 2003, concluded: 
22..:847 22 Wh7+ eB 23 24 We2+ 24 
kat We7 25 Wxgs 2g7 26 Ker Wd7 27 
‘Seba cs 28 sra3 bs 29 Hda bye 30 bz 
xed 31 be 1-0 


Although rather a quiet move, 5 ske3 
‘is quite interesting from a prophylactic 
point of view. Firstly, clearing the back 
rank accelerates queenside castling and 


makes d4xeS a more attractive answer 
to 27-25; secondly, the white queen is 
freed from defence of the d-pawn so 
that We2, gq and Whs all become pos- 
sible in certain lines. 

Sanit 

This straightforward protection of 
the extra pawn is recommended by 
both Cox and Dembo, so we will regard 
it as the main line, even though Black 
has numerous alternatives: 

a) 5.2512 is by this time an old ac- 
quaintance. Now 6 Whs2l exd4 7 fed (cf 
the Sneiders Attack in Chapter 1) loses 
to 7..WWe7\ as White cannot take on d4 
due to ..8fb4+ winning a piece. The in- 
termediate 6 2bs+I? aims to forestall 
26 so that White can safely take on 
4, but after 6.247 7 We2 exd4.8 ixds 
Wer! or 6..c6 7 dict exda 8 dixda Was! 
{intending Wb4+ or —£e6) the best 
White might hope for is to regain the 
Pawn, whereas Black can quickly com- 
plete his development 

So White might as well take the 
pawn at once, utilizing the fact that the 
a1-rook is connected to the queen; ie. 6 
dxes Wxda+ 7 Zxda 6 and now 8 
.2b5 £47 is neither bad nor too good, so 
1 suggest 8 41? when White is at least 
more active; eg. 8.exf3 (or 8..b4 9 ¢3 
Dear 10 sed2 xe3 12 axes Af5 12 
De2 Skcs+ 13 Dd4 followed by 92-93 
and ga) 9 £ixf3 Lf5 10 ibs (10 Kaa!) 
20. sixc2 11 Hct shes 120-0 a6 13 a4 
DS 14 Sb3 Anf3 25 Sixt 741 ids 26 gxf3 
Qxe5 17 Rida+ Ad6 18 Ads with the 
initiative. 
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b) 5.6 prepares —e7-€5, which 
means that White should not play 6 
ACA here, while 6 bS is easily met by 
6..14d6 (and if 7 d5? then 7..Wb4+). In- 
stead, 6 d5 is mote to the point, and af- 
ter 6..bé (6.25 allows 7 8d4 regain 
ing the pawn, or if 6.b8 then 7 WhsI? 
Dd7 8 0-0-0 Df6 9 Wha with pressure) 7 
4 €6 8 a3 Mid3+ 9 Oxd3 exd3 10 Wixd3 
White can be quite content. 

) 5.e6 613 is similar to 5 c3 €6. 
There is not much relevant practical 
‘material, but the missing pair of knights 
should favour White in his quest for 
‘initiative on the kingside; eg 6..2.d6 7 
Wd2 Od7 (or 7..exf3 8 Axf3 Dd7 9 443 
6 10 0-0 Ld7 11 Hes with a Euwe 
Defence type attack in HJSaum- 
W.Wittmann, correspondence 1992) 8 
0-0-0 Sif6 9 ke? 0-0 10 gal? exf3 11 
Rxf3 Dd5 12 Fie2 Zixe3 13 Wxe3 c6 14 
hg Was 15 bt Bd7 16 g5 HaeB 17 D3 
Wc7 18 Seq Sh 19s F420 Was AB 
21 Ehq e5 22 h6 g6 23 Sif His? 24 
xfal exfa 25 Wic3 Wb6 26 ds We3 27 
a3 Wg1r 28 sds cxd5? was played in 
NJillers-HPirau, Budapest 2001, and 
here 29 Wes! would have won for 
White. 

4) 5,.c6 is not in Black's best interest 
either as it blocks the square usually 
‘meant for the knight. White does best to 
exploit this by playing 6 dict, after 
which 6..f5 7 g4 296 8 Me2 €6 (or 
8.05 9 dxe5 047 10 e6) 9 ha h6 10 fa 
gives Black an inferior version of the 
main line, while 6.247 (as in DStopka- 
DBuchenthal, German League 1993) 
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can be met by 7 Whs! g6 (or 7.26 8 
Sxe6!) 8 Wh4 with sufficient counter- 
play. 

2) 5..96 intends to play against the 
4-pawn, though White already has this 
point well defended and can further 
bolster it with c23. if necessary. 
EPerales Galino-V.Vehi Bach, Badalona 
2004, continued 6 3 (6 ed 297 7 3 
0-08 Wc2 Dd7 9 Dez Af6 10 2g3 e611 
0.0.a5 22.34 5 13 Wxe4 was good for 
White in TPurser-ASildmets, corre- 
spondence 1987, but 8..2c6I? 9 Wxes 
€5 looks more testing) 6.0.97 (6..exf3 
7 Qxf3 4g7 8 Lica 0-0 9 0-0 Sd7 10 
Wet gives White good play along the 
lines of the Studier Attack in Chapter9) 
7 Fixed 0-0 8 AAf3 5 9 c3 ced 10 Sind 
(40 cxda!? would be a sort of Exchange 
Grianfeld with the white f2-pawm relo- 
cated to b2) 10 8¢7 11 xg7 sexg7 32 
Wades (613 Bbs a6 14 Bag bs 15 2b3 
247 16 0-0 with a roughly equal game. 


rr 

The most popular continuation in 
the databases, albeit from only a dozen 
‘orso games. Others: 
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a) 6 £32! is still dubious as there is no 
obligation for Black to take on (3, 50 he 
has time to build up a solid position; e.g. 
6.06 7.04 2\d7 8 We2 FE 93,246.10 
gs exf3 21 Aixf3 h6 12 e3 0.01300 
6 and White had nothing for the pawn 
in 4Clauser-Kovalsky, comespondence 
1977. 

) 6 Me2 e6 7 Mg 2g6 8 hg hs! 9 
shez d7 10 dixhs dkxhs 11 Dxhs g6 22 
g3 Rxh “with a large plus” for Black 
is given by Yelena Dembo in Fighting the 
Anti-King’s Indians. instead, White tried 
8 Qc4 in KFalkowski.Brooks, Detroit 
1991, but this was hardly better after 
8.06 9 £3 Rd6! 10 P\xeg Qxeq 11 fred 
Wha+ 12 sbd2 Wea 13 We2 fq 14 
Sexi Wixdae 15 het Wxf4 16 Rxe6 0-0! 
and Black won, 

<) 6 Beal? e6 7 94 “with unclear 
play" was suggested by Rasmus Pape & 
Niels Jorgen Jensen in their small book- 
let Hiibsch Gambit. 


The value of inserting these moves 
into the main line can be seen after 
unk g6 8 e2 Dd7 9 ha h6 10 Aifa &h7 
11 gS when 12 96 is a serious threat. 


H.lykke CTallone, correspondence 2003, 
continued 11..#7 (11.05 12 4h 
‘Wer (not 12 96? Wh4+) 12..2f5 13 96 
0-0-0 14 h5 e5 15 Dds dé 16 0-0-0 
leading to a very unclear game. Should 
Black play 8..2d6 to prevent 2)f4, White 
might try 9 d5!?, eg. 9..exds 10 Wxds 
tbat (or 10..c6 11 Was) 14 c3 Wads 12 
Skxd5 06 13 exbg cxd5 14 SDF4 and 15 
‘xd. This might at least be worth fur- 
ther investigation, 
6hg6 7 Dez 

7 ha?l hs 8 gS is a bit too compro- 
mising, After 8.25 9 \e2 g6 10 c3 c6 
11293 Aga 12 her Sxe2 13 Weer g7 
14 xe4 White had regained the pawn 
and didn’t stand too badly in T.Stevens- 
LRemlinger, Concord 1995; but Dembo 
suggests 8.6! 9 Wd2 Sic6 10 0-0-0 
(0-0-0as being clearly better for Black. 

Alternatively, 7 2.c4 e6 would trans 
‘pose to the previous note ‘c’, but as we 
saw in line Ai (note ‘cS’ to White's 6th 
move) Black can also play 7..hS! with 
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a) 7..25 is less effective here as, with 
the d4-pawn safely protected, White can 
play 8 Wd2 and Black will have to react 
to the threat of d4xe5 sooner or later. 
White has sufficient play for the pawn 
after either 8.26 9 0-0-0 exde (9...8d6 
is well met by 10 d5 e7 11 g3 Wd7 
12 hal) 10 @xd4 @xd4 12 Axd4, or the 
‘immediate 8..exd4 9 xd4, one pretty 
example being 9..c5? 10 bs+ a7 11 
0-00.26 12 2\e6! and wins. 

b) 7..£6 allows 8 ha, and if Bh6 
then 9 Wd2 e6 20 fq ah7 11 bs, 
while 8..h5 can now be met by 9 f4~a 
theme we have already encountered 
(e.g. in tine Aa above, or line C in Chap- 
ter 4) ~ again with good play for the 
pawn, Dembo suggests 9..Wd6 as 
“countering White's threat to exchange 
‘on g6", but after 10 We2! a further 
Bxg6 can still be annoying: eg. 
10..0-0-0 (or 10.25 11 Axg6 Bxaé 12 
a5 Dba 13 Whs+) 12 0-00 e5 (or 
14..$b8 12 ag? txg4 13 Dxg6 Baas 14 
d5 fies 15 Sxea!) 12 Axg6 xg 13 
2h3 D814 oxhs Whihs 15 gg Ws 26 
dxe5 Exdi+ 17 Wadi and Black can't 
recapture on eS due to the back rank 
mate. 

©) 7.247 avoids any later Abs or d4- 
5 but also takes pressure off d4 and 
therefore makes ..07-e5 less potent; €, 
8 ha h6 9 Wa2 (the immediate 9 2f4?! 
h7 10 g5 as in CDiebert-0,80e, Co- 
lumbus 1987, revivified 10.e51 11 Ads 
6 12 4c3 and now either 12...8b4 or 
12..Was would have been good for 
Black), when 9..e5 can just be met by 10 
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0-00. Instead, Black might move the 
knight to more suitable locations, but 
either 9..2\b6 10 hf 2h7 11 gS e5 12 
dxe5 and 9,..23f6 10 2\f4 2h7 21.95 Od5 
12.96 looks okay for White too. 
Shans 

Not 8...h5?! since 9 9\f4 is now even 


2085 

As we will see, White was successful 
with this move in CDiebert-EKoster, 
Columbus 1987, but it might not be the 
best. Instead: 

a) 10 4ica?l, attempting to put pres- 
sure on €6 in advance of 94-95-96, is 
thwarted by 10..4ic6 11.g5 Wd! when 
the desired 12 96? loses to 12..WWb4+, 
and othenwise Black plays .6:¢5. 

b) 10 Wa2 c6 11 0-0-0 Ad7 12 Lcd 
Db6 13 Ab3 Dds 14 c4 Aba 15 We? 
©xe3 16 fre3 Ad6 17 Dhs Lo8 18 ds} 
gave White decent play for the pawn in 
KcFerreira-1.Chauca, Rio de Janeiro 2008, 
in this tine 14..2xe3 15 fxe3 We7 might 
be better, but after 26 Wg2.0:0-0 17 stc2 
5 18 Ge2 exd4 19 exda He8 20 &b1! 
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White should be able to round up the 
black e-pawn, 

¢) 10 We2 c6 11 0-0-0 was mentioned. 
bby both Cox and Dembo. Cox thought 
that after 13.7 "Black is basically a 
pawn up with no particular problems", 
but Dembo rejected this because of 12 
5! hxgs 13 hxgs Sxg5 14 Wga! “with a 
dangerous initiative”. As an improve- 
ment she suggested 12..18as! 12 ba 
®a6 13 S4g2 0-0-0 when “White's posi- 
tion is not that bad, but he does remain 
@ pawn in arrears.” However, White 
might try 13 gsI? here too; eg, 13...2f5 
14 96 f6 (14..fxg6 15 Bgi) 15 Whsi? 
(threatening ixe6) 15..2ba 16 ca 
Qds 17 &b3 0-0-0 (or 17..Dxfa 18 xfs 
‘Ws 19 ds!) 18 Sixds exds 19 c4 with 
compensation. 
20...0f5 11 hs 

The typical 11 g6 now gives White 
nothing after 21..fxg6 12 Aca Be 23, 
We2 &d6 “and White fs two pawns 
down" (Dembo}. 
11..2id7 12 gxh6 gxhé 13 2g3 G6 14 
Waa ga?! 

Black is chasing a ghost. Both Cox 
and Dembo give 24..0-0-0 as an im- 
provement, when 15 Was b@ “doesn't 
in fact achieve anything for White” 
(Cox), Instead, White might try for the 
eapawn with 15 g2, but after 
15..“0b6 it's unclear whether he can 
actually take it; eg. 16 @ixea Wg6 17 
@g3 xc2 (or first 17..0ca) and 26 
Axes £xe4 17 Dxeq WIR 18 Og3 2d6 
both look very good for Black, while if.16 
0-0-0 then 16..1g6 defends the pawn 


once more. 


35 ixes Wf3 26 2g3 d6 27 Ret 


27..n5? 

Black should admit his mistake and 
retreat the queen: 17..1Wc6 18 De2 (or 
28 ig2 f3) 18.813 19 2ic3 a6 keeps 
hhim in the game; whereas now he goes 
downhill rapidly. 

18 gz Ws 19 Sxb7 Xbs 20 Dea We7 
21 2c6 Sd8 22 3 Og8 23 Sixd7 1-0 


Gs ate 


The lesson of the previous lines (es- 
pecially 5 S.c4) should be that ..€7-e5 is 
a strong method of counterplay which 
should be prevented at all costs. There- 


325 


The Blackmar-Diemer Gambit 


fore, in my opinion, 5 42f4 is the move 
should you play if you choose the 
Hiibsch Gambit. Then the critical ques- 
tion is whether Black can reach a sat 
factory position before White regains 
‘the ¢-pawn, 

Sue 

Although ..e7-e6 shuts in the light- 
squared bishop, it is the most sensible 
move in this position; the main idea is 
to fight for the critical e5-square in or- 
der to discourage White from playing 
f243, Nevertheless, Black has a nurnber 
of alternatives: 

a} 5..2\c6 raises the spectre of ..e7- 
eS again and hopes that White will over 
each with 6 52, after which 6. 
dxc6 (or 7 ig3 Dba 8 axes Wxds) 
Buexf4 8 Abs Wxdir 9 Ded b6 is 
clearly better for Black Two examples of 
‘how White might play instead are: 

at} 6 «3 e6 (6.2/5 can be met by 7 
d5| eS 8 dxc6 Wxdi+ 9 Zxda exfa since 
White now has 10 cxb7! Eb8 11 Sbs+ 
she7 12 206 with a clear advantage; 
6..c51? 7 dxe5 Xe6 also fails to equalize 
after 8 bs) 7 Wc2 fs 8h3 Rd6 9 Los 
e7 10 .e3 0-0 11 0-0-0 which was un- 
clear in U.Gohla-R.Schoenert, corre- 
spondence 2002, 

a2) 6 &bS Af5 (or 6.a6 7 Rxcb+ 
‘bxc6 8 c3) 7 d5 a6 8 dxc6 axbS 9 cxb7 
bs (not 9..1Wxda47? 10 Exda Ebs 12 
xc?) 10 Wxd8+ stexd8 11 0-0-0 £47 
12 2 Rxb7 (or 12-26 13 3) 13 \g3 
and White regains the pawn, again in 
‘an unclear position, 

b) 5.!2d7 heads for f6, but White 
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can exploit the brief moment 65 is 
impossible by playing 6 f3 and then: 


bi) 6..2F6 7 fxeq xed 8 skd3 can be 
compared to 5 f3 dixea 6 @ixe4 2ixe4 7 
S:d3 in the Vienna Defence (see the first 
rote to line A int Chapter 6). Here Black 
still has his Tight-squared bishop, but 
White has the extra move .2f4 and so 
should have enough play; e.g. 8.25 (or 
£.2F6 9 <3) 9 ¢3 €6 10 Wer Das (or 
20.845 14 Bxc7) 44 Sixts Axis 42 
Wos+ and 13 Wxb7, 

b2) 6.25 7 dxeS We7 8 dg ics 9 
0-0-0 Wxd4 10 Exd4 exf3 11 Mixf3 Acs 
by Pape & Jensen; but in this line White 
has the rather obvious 9 Wxe4! with a 
solid extra pawn, since 9...WWaS+ 10 c3 
es (or 10.Le7 11 e6!) 11 We2 #\e6 12 
293 doesn't get Black anywhere, 

3) 6..exf3 7 Dxfa 16 8 Se4 e6 (not 
8...g4? 9 Des! and wins; while 8.5 
9 0-0 e6 10 2e5 is also quite promising 
since the knight cannot be challenged 
by ..2ibd7) 9 0-0 &e7 10 Wer 0.0 14 
2d3 was played in E).Diemer-),Durao, 
Beverwijk 1956, Here the absence of the 
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‘two knights (from this Euwe Defence 
type position) favoured White as his d- 
pawn is more secure. The game contin- 
wed 11..Ads 12 Res Bf6 13.04 Snes 14 
dxes Dif4 15 kc2 We7 16 We3 2g6 17 
@g5 h6? (17..f5 was necessary) 18 
@ixf7) Bxt7 19 x6 Rxfa+ 20 xls 207 
24 2f7 Wd8 22 W13 and due to the 
threat of 23 xg7+!, Black resigned. 

©) 5..g6 has been supported by GM 
Prié on the internet forums. 


White should play 6 Wa2 [if 6 esi? 
{6 7 Sg3, then 7..c5! ~ Prig), aiming to 
execute similar attacking patterns to 
those in the Long Bogo [line B in Chapter 
9) of Langeheinicke Defence (line A in 
Chapter 4), The only practical example | 
could find was K:Stummer-MBonner, 
Frankfurt 1994, which saw 6.2.97 7 <3 
0-0 8 0.0:0 Re6?! (8..c5 is better) 9 d5 
Mf5 10 fa exfs 12 Axl a5 12 2h6 Aas 
13 Axg7 xg7 14 gal Ad? (24..8xg47 
15 Wdds) 15 Wty f6 26 g5 f52 17 Wes+ 
Seg8 18 .c4 Res 19 Ads Acs 20 Heb 
‘and White was winning. 

Smith & Hall suggest the immediate 
7.0-0-0 which would also be my prefer- 


ence. Some 2004 analysis at France- 
Echecs.com continued 7..0-0 8 2h6 (8 
#31? also comes into consideration) 
8.£xh6 9 Wxh6 a5 10 iba c5 14 er 
oda 12 Kixda Wies 13 We3 Zicé 14 xeg 
‘Bxe3 15 Bxe3 Bd8 26 23c3 sAf5 and Prié 
thinks Black is “un peu mieux” (a little 
better), though 17 sci followed by ite2 
and Hd looks pretty level tome, 

4) 5.f5 “looks best” writes Lane 
without giving anything further. White 
should reply 6 #e2!? which eyes the e- 
pawn, threatens Wbs+, and prepares to 
castle. 


2) 6.06717 94 Sg6 8 Whs+ Zicé6 9 
Wxb7 Axa 10 0-0-0 £e5 11.c3.0-0 12 
cud Axds 13 Der Hb8 (or 13.05 14 
2xd4 exd4 15 Web) 14 Bxd4 Bxb7 15 
‘Sxd8 Exd8 16 #\c3 proved to be better 
for White HAWarez Villar O.Fischer, cor 
respondence 2005, 

d2) 6..Wxdal? also allows 7 Wbs+, 
but here things are less clear after 
7.ud7 8 x07 €61 (not 8..c67? 9 Lb5! 
‘W4+ 10.c3 Wxbs 12 Wc8 mate!) 9.43! (9 
3 Ws! 10 xa cs 11 Wea Wxb2 12 
Rbi Wxi2+ 13 soda Wxfas 14 da Witae 
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15 De2 0-0 is very messy) 9..1845 
(9.6 10 Wxa8 Sc6 is foiled by 11 
bs! Wxb5 12 Wxa7 Wxb2 13 Eda with 
advantage) 10 Wxd5 exdS 11 &xc7 
when, with the material now level, it 
temains to be seen whether Black's cen- 
tral pawns are weak or strong. 

d3) 6..c6 7 0-0-0 Dd7 (7.26 B a4 
96 9 ig? dé 10 dixd6 Gxds 12 Sb1 
4)d7 12 xed skxeg 13 Wxeg D6 14 
We2 0-0-0 was equal in LDetko-MSyc, 
Hiohovec 1996) 8 g4 g6 9 gz Was 10 
sbba Ws 11 hg (or 11 4\h3!7 intending 
g5, while if 12..h6 then 12 g3 fol 
lowed by fa) 14..h5 12 13 AYf6 13 95 
cexf3? (13.85 was correct) 14 Ss Wis 
was played in KStummer-Homann, 
Frankfurt 1994, and here 15 gx" txt 
16 d5! would have been very good for 
White 
6 dz 


‘Apart from lining up behind the 
bishop and preparing queenside cas- 
thing, Wd2 also has another purpose 
here: to attack the e4-pawn by means of 
We3. That White cannot afford to mess 
around is shown by the inadequacy of 
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other moves. For example: 

a) 6 371 £d6 is already good for 
Black since 7 Sxd6 cxd6 & fixed? fails to 
8..h4+ once more, and 7 Wd2z Wh4+ 8 
93 2xfal is just as had. 

b) 6 Dez c5 7 c3?! (7 dxcs Wxd1+ 8 
Exda dxc5 9 Oc3 Ag 10 Ad2 Axc3 11 
&xc3 0-0 is clearly better for Black ac- 
cording to Atalik, though it might not be. 
soeasy after 12 da f5 13 cd) 7.46 8 
Was £d7 9 dxes 2xc5 10 Wxea Wb6 11 
0-0-0 dixf2 and Black had a clear extra 
pawn in DZimbeck-S.Atalik, Burbank 
2005, which ended abruptly 12 g4.0-0-0 
13.95? €5! 14 Ad2 Leb 15 ca? Dxd2) 0-4, 
6.245 

The usual reply, though it may not 
betthe best. Instead: 

a} 6_.dte7 7 We3 shows White's idea 
in action. Here Black tried 7..9517 8 eS 
f6 9 £93 f5 10 Se5 0-0 in BBiberle- 
H.Quedinau, correspondence 2001, but 
the kingside weaknesses gave White 
good play for the pawn even into the 
endgame: 11 Sc @c6 12 0-0-0 a6 13 
Ge2 b5 14 G3 a5 15 a4 bxad 16 xa 
Rd7 17 ha Dba 18 hxgs! dixgs 
(18.Sxaa? loses to 19 Zxh7! dexh7 20 
Wh3+) 19 Bf4 Ads 20 dxgs Axe3 21 
Bxd8 Shxad 22 fxe3 Daxd8 23 hb Md6 
24 Baht Bf7 25 2\f4 207 26 94. 

) 6..c5! seems to be the critical ine, 
when 7 0:0-0 (7 @e2 @c6 comes to the 
same thing) 7..cxd4 8 De2 (or 8 dtbs+ 
cb 9 Wag Wedd 10 Bxda f5) 8.26 9 
Qxd4 Oxda 10 Wxds Weeda 11 Bxds 
Res 12 Exed Sxf2 fs hardly very prom- 
ising for White. Instead, Diemer sug- 
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gested 7 Rxb8 Exb8 8 Wi4 which at 
least regains the pawn, but | can't seri- 
‘ously believe in White's position after 
8..d6 9 Wxed 0-0 either, even if it may 
be defensible. 


Alternatively: 

a) 7..0-0 8f3 exf3 9 “ixf3 b6 104.43 
b7 11 Bhft Océ 22 c3 2ie7 was played 
in U.Gohla-KHolschuh, correspondence 
2002, and now White won with typical 
Blackmar-Diemer assault: 13 2ig5! h6 24 
Qh7 HeB 15 Sxh6! Ads (15..qxh6? 16 
Dfe+ Sq? 17 Dhs+ Sas 18 Bas leads 
to mate) 26 25 Wd7 17 ca De7 
(27..03b4 18 f6+H or 17,.We6 28 $1 is 
no better) 18 f6+! gxf6 19 xfs Zig6 
20 Was f8 21 2x96 fxa6 22 Wxg6+ 
Ag7 23 2d3 1-0. 

b) 7.86 8 Res Mg6 9 Ah3 Aid7 10 
fa Whe was assessed by Pape & Jensen 
as “unclear”. KStummer-Homann, 
Frankfurt 1994, continued 12. 3xd6 (13 
hal? és another option) 21..cxd6 12 Hex 
(rather than 12 We3 d5 13 c4 4\f6 — Pesi) 
12..d5 13 Bb5 0-0 14 ha a6 15 Ae2 bs 


46 g4 and again White had good attack 


ing chances, 
8 f3 Anta 9 Wate ext 

9.03% 10 Wre3 2d7?, as in 
NXampars-Deleplanque, correspon 


dence 1958, was much too obliging, Af 
ter 11 ds! Se7 12 dxe6 fre6 13 4 
White had not only regained the pawn, 
his pawn structure and piece placement 
were also far superior and he won, 

10 Axf3 0-0 11 Ad3. 


White has nice attacking prospects: 
for example: 
aaDba? 12 Axh7e! bxh7 23 Dgse 
sbg6.14 ha We 

Or 14.15 15 hs+ sbf6 16 Wes+ te7 
17 Bxg7+ thas 18 h6. 
15 2 Sid5 16 h5+ Hh6 27 Ones + 

‘And White won in K.Stummer- 
M Bonner, Frankfurt 1994. 


Summary 

Playing against the indian Defences 
(with 1_if6) ts not easy for the Black- 
marDiemer Garnbiteer, because he 
cannot force his opponent into the sys- 
tems examined in the rest of this book. 
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While the position after 2 2ic3 d5 3 41? 
(the Hiabsch Carnbit) 3..2xeq 4 Zixeq 
xed fs similar, the absence of the pair 
of knights often favours Black since the 
counter-thrust _.¢7-e5 is now even more 
powerful. tts for this reason that White 
should probably not play the standard § 
ica, as both 5..26 6 3 es! and the 
immediate 5..e5 seem to give Black 
good play. My personal recommenda- 
tion would be the prophylactic 5 fs, 
although 5 .4e3 is quite interesting too, 
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However, it is perhaps worth noting 
that, of the 2000+ yames in the Mega 
Database that feature 3 e4l?, around 
two-thirds (66.9%) continue 3..dxeq 
reaching the Blackmar-Diemer after all, 
while another 9.8% have 3..c6 transpos- 
ing to the Classical French. Only in 
about a fifth (21.9%) does Black enter 
the Hiibsch Gambit with 3..2xe4, Then 
again, statistics only indicate what hap- 
pens in general ~ that “fifth” might in- 
clude all your garnest 


Index of Variations 


Chapter One: Lemberger Counter-Gambit 
144d 2€4 dxeq 3 23 e5 


cA dxes 16 

8:42 geal? 17 
Bt: 4..exda.18 
B2:4..8b419 
B3:4..f5.23 
84:4..Dic61 24 

C4 Whs 28 
Ca: 4..exd4?l 29 


D2: 4..exdg 43 


D3:4..8\c6 47 
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Chapter Two: Minor Third Moves for Black 
1d4d5 2.04 dxeq 3 2ic3 


A326 54 
A1:4.Be5 55 
A2:4..20b8 58 

B: 3. fS 59 

3.1562 


Chapter Three: Minor Fourth Moves for Black 
1dads 2.24 dxea 3 ic3 \f6 43 


A 4.5770 
B:4.e6 73 
C426 76 
D:4..€5 79 


‘Chapter Four: Langeheinicke Defence 
1d4d5 2.24 dxes 3 2c3 4if6 43.3 5 Sxe3 
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Chapter Five: O'Kelly Defence 
1.4 d5 204 dxeg 3 c3 Df 43 6 


Acs 04.96 


Chapter Six: Vienna Defence 
1d4.d5 2 e4 dxea 3 c3 4f6.43 25 


A; 5 fea Dxed 6 83 104 
‘Aa: 6..2xe3 105 

6.26 122 

B:5 94119 


Chapter Seven: Minor Fifth Moves for Black 
1d4.d5 2 €4 dues 3 2ic3 Oifo 4 3 exf3 5 Guxt3 


A: 5,26 134 
5 136 
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Chapter Eight: Euwe Defence 
1d4.d5 204 dxe4 3 Ac3 Difé 4 £3 ext3 5 Aixf3e6 


6 .lgs de7 
A:7 Rd3 142 
Al: 7..0-071 142 


8:7 d2 159 
81:7..0-0263 
B2:7.-h6 266 


Chapter Nine: Sogoljubaw Defence 
14 d5 24 dxeq 3 Dc3 DFG 4 f3 exf3 5 Axt3 g6 


index of Variations 


Ag: 8..2%c6 9 hg 183 
Agi: 9,.Aigal? 284 


Ag3:9..24!? 195 
B:6 fa 200 


Chapter Ten: Gunderam Defence 
1.44 d5 2.04 dxeq 3 c3 Aif6 4 £3 ext3 5 Oxf3 LFS 


6 Res 
A:6..06794210 
Al: 7.4 213 
A2: 7.96 218 
B: 6.,c61? 228 


Chapter Eleven: Teichmann Defence 
14405 2.64 dxe4 3 2ic3 Dif6 4 13 exf3 5x13 94 


6ha 
A: 6.udthS 7 94 Sig6 8 Des 234 
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At: 8..bd7 238 

A2:B..£6 243 
Aza 9 WFR 244 
22: 9 Bg2.249 

B: 6x3 7 Wf 06.255 

B18 W2 256 

82: BgAl? 260 

83:8 e3 266 


Chapter Twelve: Ziegler Defence 
104 ds 2 e4 dxea 3 cs Difo 4 £3 ext3 5 Axf3 6 


A:6 Sc4 B15 70-006277 
A1: 8 Hes 282 
A2: 8 2ig5 287 

B:6 243 296 


Chapter Thirteen: The Hilbsch Gambit 
1.4 B46 2 2ic3 ds 3 e417 Dxeg 4 Oixeg dees 


A:5 fea 303 
A: S.ndif5 309 
Az: 5.05314 
A3: 5.26 326 
BS e3 321 
G5.hf4325 
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